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ABSTRACT 

The preservation-recreation distinction has general 
relevance for recreation resource planning and management. 
Using a behavioural approach, this study has undertaken to 
apply this dimension to the investigation of visitors’ 
orientations toward park resources. 

The study sites for the project were Dinosaur and 
Weitingson-=Stone: Parks, Alberta; two Provincial Parks having 
resources of outstanding national or international value, as 
well as regional recreational potential. A principal 
consideration in the planning of the two parks was the 
relative Swenghting= tos be eqiven: to pretection .of park 
resources and visitor use of those resources, and the study 
was intended to provide an indication to planners of 
visitors’ views on this issue. 

Two objectives of the study were to determine’ the 
overall preservation-recreation orientations of visitors to 
each park, and to compare these orientations across the _ two 
parks. Three indicators were employed to study these 
orientations: perceptions of park purpose; activity 
preferences; and, preferences for management programmes. It 
was determined that the majority Gi: Dinosaur and 
Writing-on-Stone Park visitors expressed a _ preservation 
orientation, while a smaller propor tion expressed a 
recreation orientation. When comparisons were made for the 
two parks, it was found that Dinosaur Park visitors were 


more likely to report preservation activity preferences, 
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while Writing-on-Stone respondents were more likely to 
favour activity and management preferences of a recreational 
nature. 

A further objective was to determine if variations in 
preservation and recreation orientations were related to 
socio-demographic and visit characteristics of the park 
visitors. These relationships appeared to be strongest for 
activity and management preferences, with weaker support for 
the relationships of socio-demographic/visit factors to 
perception. Variations in activity preference and management 
preference orientations were found to be associated with 
location of residence, age, education, income, social group 
type, visit-type, visit frequency, and type of destination. 
Variations in perceptions were related to location of 
residence, age, and type of group. The differences in 
overall orientations reported for the two parks were’ found 
to, be related, in ‘part, to survey population, profile 
differences, and the relative propor tions of strong 
preservation and strong recreation-oriented visitors at each 
park. 

The degree of association between the three indicator 
variables was also assessed through correlational analyses. 
Moderate correlations were found for the variable pairs, 
activity preferences’ and management preferences, and 
perceptions of park purpose and activity preferences; while 
the association of perceptions and management preferences 


was weak. These variable relationships were incorporated 
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into a proposed model. 

The behavioural type of information gathered in this 
study constitutes one type of Knowledge base to be 
considered in outdoor recreation planning, and the 
preservation-orientation distinction constitutes one 
dimension on which recreationists’ views and behaviours may 
vary. The results of the study alert planners to variations 
in user group perspectives in relation to the 
preservation-recreation issue, and, =n 7deing® so, * may 
contribute to the development of planning concepts which are 
more sensitive to the needs and views of the park-user 


clientele. 
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I. PLANNING AND BEHAVIOURAL RESEARCH 


A. Introduction 

Planning has been defined as the “process whereby man 
deliberately sets out to influence .. . his environment’ so 
asie too simprove ‘the quality of his life” (Burton, 11976253)" 
This approach implies an understanding of man-environment 
relationships (Gold, 1972), and an awareness that the 
principal objective of land management is_ to provide 
sustained benefits for people (Wager, 1977). In the outdoor 
recreation context, many researchers and managers view these 
benefits in terms of quality experiences for the 
user-clientele, and believe that a major objective of 
recreation management is "to provide maximum satisfaction to 
the publiciwrihin the: Jamits off ecertainy sresourcery = policy, 
and budgetary constraints" (Lime, 1972: 198). In order to 
facilitate the provision of experiences which are satisfying 
and beneficial for recreationists, recreation planners and 
managers must have an understanding of the characteristics, 
needs and demands of recreationists, as well as the factors 
which influence their behaviours and responses’ in_ the 
outdoor recreation setting (Brown, Driver, and Stankey, 
1976; Driver, 1976). Research has demonstrated that the 
recreating public is not homogeneous in its responses and 
_ needs; consequently the demands of various user-groups need 
to be differentiated so that opportunities and management 


programmes may be designed to accommodate this diversity. 


> at ae 


7 - ee 


orm 
. ee eee ao eee 
noe, 
ay 
nem yemrery Guang <i! 4 yatieter, eer Be! Ei wig} © - 
26 Irherwortvrem eet coioals| St], et eae aseceiteb 
, a2 - em peiiayss °*s8 ei7i° 4 Ani ogp ef ae? gr -a@@ 
Seysecificy ti Orte « (rans nyt ta "Ss fis iy BT Snr eee erat 
eri “vn oT" ov is e i re a} may’ Vet Lc petany 
ate wer a rea ar fet av 1 ie ie | 
MaGilin? BAL Hi! | est ceq 4 wot mile taue 
aviti evty r7inaetenm fs ‘of CL ietia 65%, Yray , i. (3) (toe 
and. i . | : te ! Fened 
’ wy a ae i 7 6a) Lo? SaaM 
ete toes i Sar what sem He ae iyepeageF '\ aetoes 
eile, asnumee” (lrpbdipen! aly ftw 3? Gam os 
ei wihro Tt) 621 SOS 406) Of dee eee 6h Legian ae 
wrietaiicz <a tarrie Gere! teu« Play VvqIG ait ont aah 
rte, Grane! eoriekYgar” 15¢ uf LI Daryr! Wt BTS verwed ” erm 


OSI 1622607019 BO IG giltirs) mins nh oven! Does >on 


engine? of? af) Fiew ep .e!a) ave oer Io zone fet eee 


oh ni oeenneen bee etch inet Ghat @oneyt tn 4; 


o Wialietes 2 ane eve’ ity) Miltes0 ol jee 7 ar 
Ce ee ' 
#8. : : pf - ; 
pea ‘ speetiee! sian oh ehh cin 


7 ~~ te . S 6s = 
Pore 18 7 _ : - a ae tal es 7 


- 


Traditionally, judgments about user satisfactions and 
their preferences have been largely a projection of 
planners’ values and opinions about what others prefer or 
should prefer (White, 1966). In recent years, however, 
recognition of the inadequacy of this approach has prompted 
the development of a behavioural research orientation, which 
attempts to provide planners) and managers with empirical 
evidence of the social and psychological aspects of user 
demand and behaviour. Such information is useful for many 
types of management decisions, such as selection Of 
management objectives and management tools to achieve those 
objectives (Brown, Driver, and Stankey, 1976), and _ indeed 
essential where such decisions relate to the provision of 
user satisfactions and benefits. 

One type of problem which planners frequently must 
address concerns the inherent conflict between preservation 
and use of scarce and valuable resources. Many planning 
approaches are possible to deal with this issue, and 
quantitiative information about the perceptions and opinions 
of the public constitutes one type of Knowledge base which 
is useful in formulating and selecting alternative courses 
of action for managing these conflicting goals. Following an 
introductory discussion on the general role of behavioural 
Fesearch in? planning we ® this etlopic ywill wbe “addressea = in 
greater detail in order to clarify the conceptual basis for 


the present study. 
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B. Historical and Functional Aspects of Behavioural Research 

a the last decade, several developments have 
contributed to an increased interest in the behavioural 
aspects of outdoor recreation research and planning. 
Planning, in general, has begun to focus on concerns 
relating to the “quality of life’, rather than simply the 
provision of specific types and quantities of services 
(Burtomam 1o7Gs) (Gold e192 salbime, 81972) @einimoumaining the 
history of outdoor recreation planning, Jubenville (1976:40) 
has identified the era from 1970 to the present as the 
eQUadiLy One Ttem Stage: eein which Sthes cqualhityowor the 
ecological and social aspects of the recreation environment 
has become increasingly important. This contrasts with 
previous eras which have been predominantly resource 
oriented (Welfare Development Stage: 1930-50), or concerned 
with supply increases to meet burgeoning demand (Mass Use 
and Development Stage: 1950-1970). Concurrent with this 
focus on quality, planners have attempted to modify their 
approach from a model of planning for the user-clientele to 
Dldanninge Wi toeethes user (Burtom,. 1976; "Por telisem 19772315). 
Behavioural information, gathered directly from users, 
represents one form of user participation in this planning 
process. 

It has also become increasingly evident that planners’ 
intuitions might not provide the most accurate source of 
information about recreationists’ behaviours, needs, and 


preferences. Research in the field of outdoor recreation 
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management has demonstrated that perceptions and values. of 
resource managers often vary considerably from those of the 
user clientele they serve. These discrepancies have been 
shown in relation to a variety of planning and management 
factors, including the identification of problems in the 
recreation environment (Clark et a/., 1971; Peterson, 1974), 
actual use patterns (Lucas, 1977), appropriate management 
and development strategies (Lucas, 1964; Hendee and Harris, 
1970), and concepts of recreation settings such as parks and 
wilderness areas (Lucas, 1964; Merriam, Wald and Ramsay, 
1972). These findings have under | ined the need to 
communicate directly with the recreationist through 
behavioural research, in order to reduce the influence of 
management bias and to facilitate decisions which are more 
acceptable to the public. 

Furthermore, the rapid increase in the number of 
outdoor recreation participants has necessitated a change in 
perspective, so that resource management has increasingly 
become "people management" (Clawson, 1972:59; Peterson and 
Lime, 1979). Jubenville (1976:23) has also pointed out that 
social needs and values change more rapidly than biological 
phenomena, and therefore require more intensive monitoring 
for recreation planning. The subsequent demand for_ social 
research has resulted in the adaptation of concepts from the 
social and behavioural sciences to outdoor recreation 
planning and management problems. Correspondingly, there has 


been increasing support for the concept that recreation is 
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an “experience”, rather than = simply participation in 
activities (Driver and Tocher, 1975). As a result, there has 
been a "marked shift away from aggregate models of demand 
toward detailed consideration of the individual 
recreationist, his attitudes, values, and behaviours.” 
(Mercer, 1979:122). 

As outlined by Driver (1976), behavioural information 
constitutes just one of the types of Knowledge bases which 
is relevant to outdoor recreation planning and management. 
Other types of information which should be considered 
inc lude: 

1) Resource Location: Information about the setting and 
Ssuitabidity “ofs-~the — physica | resources, including an 
appraisal of their relative scarcity, uniqueness, carrying 
capacity, and appropriateness for providing specific 
recreation opportunities. 

2) Historical Uses Descriptive statistical imformation 
on past and current participation trends. 

3) Economies, Ihe app licationvof “primeiples» .of. public 
finance to resource allocation, focusing on such issues as 
the benefits and costs of providing different facilities in 
different locations, the scale of development, and how 
opportunities should be financed. 

4) Administrative-Political: An approach in which the 
primary reliance is placed on the democratic-political 
process to allocate recreation resources. Information is 


obtained from such sources as voter behaviour, lobbying of 
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specific interest groups, and public hearings. 

Driver (1976:170) emphasizes that information from all 
Five Knowledge bases needs to be integrated through a 
multidisciplinary approach, with different problems 
requiring different weightings for each type of Knowledge 
base. It is evident that management cannot rely solely on 
public opinion as a basis for policy (Lime, 1972). However, 
behavioural research can contribute to this integrated 
approach by clarifying user-related factors which would not 
be apparent if an inventory of background information were 
limited to the four Knowledge bases outlined above. 

It has been pointed out that behavioural information 
can contribute to many types of planning decisions. When 
alternative courses one management actions are being 
considered, the consequences and implications may be better 
understood when the range, mix, and intensity of public 
sentiment is documented (Stankey, 1977). Furthermore, the 
collection of information about recreation resource users 
may allow planners to discover "regularities and 
consistencies in behaviour, and may sensitize planners to 
individual and group differences which exist among the user 
clientele." (Porteus, 1977:226). Awareness of the range of 
user behaviours and demands may assist planners in selecting 
management tools and management objectives, and in 
formulating modifications to an existing system (Brown, 
Driver, and Stankey, 1976). In addition, behavioural 


information may alert managers in advance to. potential 
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consumer reactions (Loewenthal, 1966:33) and may indicate 
the need for explaining programmes, changes, and management 
strategies to the public (Lime, 1972; Lucas, 19695) 
Primarily, an understanding of the user clientele should 
assist planners in providing a spectrum of opportunities 
which meet the diverse demands of the various user-groups, 
as well as quality recreation experiences which are both 


satisfying and beneficial. 


C. Preservation and Use of Outdoor Recreation Resources 

Many agencies concerned with the planning and 
management of outdoor recreation resources operate under a 
mandate which encompasses two major goals. Although phrased 
in a variety of ways, these goals specify both the 
preservation of resources’ for the future, and the use and 
enjoyment of these resources by the public. Under’ many 
conditions, there is an inherent conflict between these 
objectives. Often, resources which are fragile, scarce, or 
represent unusual or unspoiled beauty are threatened by the 
presence and actions of the visiting public, who are 
attracted to a site by the aesthetic features or 
opportunities for recreation in a pleasing setting. 

This situation is exemplified in two Provincial Parks 
in Southern Alberta, which were chosen as the study sites 
for the present research. These two parks (Dinosaur and 
Writing-on-Stone Provincial Parks) contain unique resources 
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recreational role for regional residents due to their scenic 
and pleasant locations in prairie river valleys. The 
resource values of Dinosaur Provincial Park include 
paleontological remains as well as unusual riparian = and 
badland habitat. In the past, publ te access to 
paleontological sites has resulted in disturbances’ and 
removal of significant fossils, and encroachment of public 
use has resulted in some destruction of riparian and badland 
terrain. Writing-on-Stone Provincial Park contains 
petroglyphs and pictographs, drawn on exposed sandstone rock 
faces, as well as _ fragile hoodoo formations and valuable 
wildlife habitat. The most significant evidence of visitor 
impact upon these resources has occurred at the site of the 
native rock art, where the rock face and designs have been 
defaced with graffiti by park visitors in past years. Public 
access to these sites has thus become a concern in recent 
years. 

Where both the quality of the environment and _ the 
quality of the visitors’ experience must be protected to 
provide sustained benefits, the tensions between 
preservation and use of the resource must be managed through 
the selection of appropriate policies and management 
strategies. Since a range of activity, development and 
management options is available, planners must determine for 
any particular site the relative emphasis to be given to 
resource protection and visitor use of those resources. 


Among the factors to consider are the types of activities to 
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be provided and their associated support facilities, as well 
as specific visitor and resource management strategies 
having various degrees of control and treatment. For each of 
these factors, the range of options may be conceptualized 
along a continuum of user-oriented and resource-oriented 
elements at the polar extremes. This technique is 
exemplified by the classification systems of Clawson (1960), 
and Jubenville (1976). Clawson (1960) has identified types 
of recreation areas as user-oriented, intermediate, or 
resource-oriented according to a number of CPi teria, 
including general location and major types of activity 
provided. Similarly, Jubenville (1976) has developed an 
oppor tunity spectrum to conceptualize the resource 
consequences of planning actions according to their degree 
of irreversibility. At the "“activity-oriented" pole of the 
continuum, where alteration of the resource is relatively 
high, are such oppor tunities as playgrounds and 
sportsfields, while wilderness, with minimal alteration, is 
at the "“resource-oriented" extreme. 

A more contemporary and complex approach to the use of 
the continuum concept in outdoor recreation planning has 
been developed by Clark and Stankey (1979). Stankey’s (1977) 
approach, stressing the importance of a spectrum of 
opportunities to meet the diverse needs OF outdoor 
recreationists, has received elaboration in a Recreation 
Opportunity Spectrum Framework developed by Clark and 
Stankey (1979). 
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These authors have identified six Significant 
attributes of outdoor recreation settings which have 
implications for recreation activities and the experiences 
provided. Each of these situational attributes (such as 
degree of access, acceptability of visitor impacts, and 
acceptable regimentation) can be varied along a_ spectrum 
which 1s defined by polar extremes and intermediate 
elements. WIth this multi-dimensional approach, recreation 
opportunity settings are viewed as the result of a specific 
COMD IiaeroOnr OTe lierSiI er acltors 1ni Ga pabt1cular “shocatvon, 
When a site is conceptually located at a point in the 
spectrum, a band of acceptable strategies can be identified 
from the spectrum of opportunities associated with each 
TaCtor: 

Although Clark and Stankey (1979:8) have labeled their 
spectrum elements on a continuum from modern to. primitive, 
they stress that it is the concept of varying situational 
attributes rather than specific labels which is- important 
for selecting management strategies. 

Several tools are available to planners to 
operationalize these concepts, including classification of 
sites within a system and zoning of component areas within a 
site. In this way, planners can specify’ the principal 
orientation of*a VSite "or Pzonereon, a. continuum’ esuchr as 
preservation-use, or resource-oriented/user-oriented and 
select the activities, deve lopments and management 


strategies which are consistent with this orientation. 
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Where the presence of valued resources necessitates 
that greater weight be given to resource’ preservation, 
planners are obliged to select those options which limit 
recreational use and minimize resource degradation. Among 
the possible approaches are limiting public accessibility to 
the resource, specifying various zones. with different 
degrees of development and permissible activities, or 
focusing on the provision of interpretive opportunities as 
the principal interface between the user and the resource. 

However, since the values of resources are culturally 
defined (Hunker, 1964; O'Riordan, 1971), users may view the 
resource differently from the planner, and demand 
developments or activities which are incompatible with the 
resource preservation planning objective. Furthermore, 
several researchers have observed that the types of 
activities participated in by visitors to specific outdoor 
recreation resources may be unanticipated by agency policy 
(McCool, 1978), or be at variance with agency policy (eg., 
Herrero and Irwin, 1976). In many cases, these activities do 
not require the particular attributes of the resource, and 
may be independent of the type of facilities provided. As 
McCool (1978:71) has noted, user choice of unanticipated or 
inappropriate activities could lead to unacceptable 
degradation of valuable resources, and COnT TG L with 
preservation objectives established by planners and 


managers. 
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By helping to clarify the views and potential responses 
of the resource users, behavioural research can assist 
planners in anticipating the degree of support they will 
receive for resource protection measures. In addition, the 
public’s desire for alternative opportunities and management 
strategies can be identified and brought to the attention of 
the planner, so that consideration may be given Lo 
accommodating these diverse demands through various planning 
techniques. 

Just as the management orientation for an outdoor 
recreation resource may be viewed on a continuum from 
"activity/user-oriented" to "“preservation/resource-oriented" 
(Jubenville, 1976), the views of the user clientele may be 
conceptualized along similar dimensions. Furthermore, there 
is considerable evidence to suggest that different 
user-groups, characterized on a number of aggregate factors, 
may vary in their orientations toward outdoor’ recreation 
resources, and in their demands for activities and 
developments (eg., Jackson, 1980). Since tis theme 
constitutes the basis of the present study, these findings 


receive more detailed attention in the following chapter. 


D. Study Purpose 

At the time that this research was undertaken, formal 
Master Plan development was in progress for each of the two 
Sludye epakks, wad “pr inakmyeerocus, Sines the formulation Ou 


management objectives was the relative weighting to be given 
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to resource protection measures and to use of those 
resources by park visitors. It was felt that information 
about the impor tance of preservation and recreation 
functions of these parks to current park users would be 
useful to planners developing alternative park concepts and 
would provide an indication of the degree of public support 
for these concepts. 

The purpose of this study was thus to examine the 
preservation-recreation orientations of visitors to two 


study parks (Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone Provincial Parks, 


Alberta) having resources of outstanding national = or 
international value, as well as recreational potential. 
Visitors: orientations were assessed along a 


preservation-recreation dimension since this was considered 
to be meaningful for practical planning concerns for the two 
parks, and was pertinent to the resource management = and 
behavioural issues expressed in the recreation literature. 
Three behavioural indicators were employed to assess 
visitor orientations: perceptions of park purpose; activity 
preferences; and, preferences for management programmes and 
developments. A review of previous studies revealed that the 
preservation-recreation dimension was relevant to each of 
these three factors. Furthermore, the nature of the 
relationships among these three variables: perceptions of 
park purposes; activity preferences; and, management 


preferences, was of considerable theoretical interest. 
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As one aspect of this examination of the 
preservation-recreation orientations of visitors to the two 
parks, this’ study also under took to evaluate the 
orientations of specific user-groups within the park visitor 
population. Previous research had demonstrated that various 
user -groups may have differing perceptions, activity 
preferences, and management preferences with respect to 
outdoor recreation resources, and that an understanding of 
this diversity is necessary for the development of a 
suitable spectrum of recreation opportunities and management 
programmes. As a background to this aspect of the study, 
previous research which has identified user -group 
differences related to the preservation-recreation dimension 
is particularly relevant and is reported in the following 
chapter (Chapter Two). 

On the basis of this study purpose, a model of variable 
relationships was proposed, and five specific objectives 


were developed for the study, including: 


vet te hhe determination of preservation-recreation 
orientations of visitors to each of the two study parks; 


2 A comparison of the orrventations of Visitors to each of 
the two parks; 


An examination of variations in orientation among 
sub-groups of park users; 


(eo) 


4, The identification of visitor profiles for each of the 
two , parks, ine luaang socio-demographic and visit 
characteristics; and 


5. The investigation of the degree of association among 
pairs of indicator variables. 
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These objectives, and the proposed model receive 
further elaboration in the initial sections of Chapter 


Three. 


E. Study Organization 

This first chapter has provided an introduction to the 
general concepts, purpose, and objectives which form. the 
basis of the study. In Chapter Two, a review of literature 
related to the specific variables and relationships under 
investigation is presented. This review focuses primarily on 
the concept of environmental orientations, and user-group 
differences in perceptions, activity preferences, and 
development preferences which have been identified in 
previous research. This is followed by the presentation of a 
proposed model outlining the conceptual relationships of the 
major variables in the study. Further elaboration of the 
study objectives and variable relationships is provided in 
Chapter Three. This leads to a discussion of the background 
of the project, and aé description of the research 
methodology employed in the study. 

The first phase of the results, focusing on the overall 
preservation-recreation views of visitors to Dinosaur and 
Writing-on-Stone Provincial Parks, is presented in Chapter 
Four, encompassing Objectives One and Two. An additional 
objective, focusing on the relationships among the’ three 
variable indicators, is also addressed in Chapter Four. The 


third and fourth objectives form the principal focus of 
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Chapter Five, where orientation differences among user 
Suibe GrOUpSGm@r ands Der Gr Vici tor sarotiies are 1dentit1ed and 
compared across parks. Chapter Six provides a final review 
Of the (results 7 ee followediby aediscussiom Of thetpractica 


and theoretical implications of the study findings. 
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Dl: REVIEWSOR REGATED ELITERATURE 


A. Introduction 

In this chapter previous research findings are reviewed 
in order to clarify the nature of the variables addressed in 
the present study. Initially, a general overview of the 
conceptual orientation is provided, expanding upon the 
notion of variations in personal responses to. outdoor 
recreation environments which was introduced in Chapter One. 
Following this introduction, there is a more detailed 
presentation of findings related to the major variables of 
the? study eapercep Lions sand -definii1en of place; activity 
preferences, and preferences for management and development 
programmes. In each case, those findings which suggest 
variations in behavioural responses to outdoor recreation 
environments are highlighted, particularly where they relate 
to the preservation-recreation dimension which is the focus 
of the present study. Included in the discussion are 
research findings which suggest the nature of relationships 
among the three variables. Finally, these variables and 
relationships are conceptualized in a_ proposed mode |, 
leading to a documentation of the specific propositions to 


be investigated. 
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Be Variations in Behavioural Response to Recreation 
Environments 
Qutdoor recreation represents one form of human 


interaction with the natural environment (Gold, 1972). Since 
the values of resources are culturally and socially defined 
(Hunker, 1964), public responses to the natural environment 
vary considerably. This diversity of views and behaviours is 
evident with respect to general resource-related issues 
Veg 7a lOgnacci ©ee wala, 19/2) © aswewell@as: for specitice 
outdoor recreation environments such as wilderness areas and 
parks (eg., Hendee et a/., 1968; Merriam, Wald, and Ramsay, 
1972). The ways in which people classify the environment, 
including the perceptual and cognitive beliefs and 
differentiations they make about environments, may be 
referred to as “environmental orientation" (Chemers and 
Altman, 1977:44). This concept is of considerable relevance 
to outdoor recreation planning since there is a growing body 
of research which suggests’ that persona | images of 
environments are directly related to behaviour with respect 
to those environments (Bryan and Jansson, 1973; Dorfman, 
1979; Foster, 1977; Rostron, 1970; Schreyer and Roggenbuck, 
1977; Stankey, 1973; Wong, 1979). Furthermore, there is 
evidence to suggest that variations in_ environmental 
orientation with respect to both general issues and specific 
resource concerns are associated with definable 
socio-demographic and socio-cultural characteristics of 


population sub-groups. Similarly, researchers concerned 
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specifically with outdoor recreation contexts have also 
focused on socio-demographic and socio-cultural factors as 
explanatory variables related to variations in recreation 
behaviour. 

Of relevance to the present investigation are those 
studies which demonstrate variations in orientation with 
respect to the preservation-recreation dimension, and which 
clarify the relationships of socio-demographic and other 
factors to these variations. In the general context, studies 
focusing on environmental concern in relation to general or 
community-specific ecological issues (eg., Constantini and 
Hanf, 1972: Tognacci et a/., 1972) have helped to identify 
socio-demographic characteristics which are associated with 
a conservation or preservation orientation and involvement 
in activist groups concerned with these issues. 

Findings from many of _ these studies have been 
summarized by Buttel and Flinn (1974:58) who state that "the 
most consistent result found in recent investigations is 
that education is strongly associated with naturalistic 
values, environmenta| concern and preservationist 


dispositions." Other factors which have been associated with 
a high degree of environmental concern are higher’ income 
levels and non-exploitative occupational categories (Buttel 
anc biimn,) 1o(areiConstdimuiiimaniGenatit 19/2) meLocation OT 
residence has been found to be associated with environmental 


orientation in several studies, with urban residence’ and 


OMigin positively correlated with participation in 
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conservation groups (Hendee et al., 1969) and _ the 
environmental movement (Harry et a/]., 1969). The findings of 
Constantini and Hanf (1972) also suggest that "concern about 
the natural environment is greater among individuals who do 
not reside in close proximity to conservation areas." (Smith 
and Alderdice, 1979:334). 

Studies in the outdoor recreation context have 
frequently defined recreationists’ orientations according to 
specific dichotomies or dimensions, so that the association 
of socio-demographic and other factors to these variations 
could be more readily investigated. A presentation by 
Bultena and Klessig (1969: 349-35 1)) provides a 
conceptualization for social research in outdoor recreation 
settings, describing several orientation dichotomies evident 
in campers’ motivations and camping styles, which are 
generalizable to other recreation contexts. These dimensions 
include: 

1. A desire to derive benefits from a specific 
resource base versus resource base 
substitutability; 

2. Primitive style versus comfort and convenience; 

Eee MV Sialicn orientation versus relating to 
nature through contemplative or reflective 
activities; and, 

4. Experiences in which a man-land relationship is 
stressed versus desire for social experiences in 
which the man-man relationship is primary. 

Measurement scales incorporating many of these 


dimensions have been deve loped by researchers and 


administered to recreationists in various settings. Examples 
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of these scales include the Wildernism-Urbanism scale of 


Hendee et al]. (1968), the Utilization-Preservation Scale of 
Catton (1969), the conservation-development dimension of 
Sadler (1970), and the Hendee, Gale, and Catton (1971) 


typology. Studies which have employed these, or similar 
scales, have demonstrated the range of environmental 
orientations which exist among outdoor recreationists. An 
overview of these studies supports Bultena and Klessig’s 
(1969) conceptualization of outdoor recreation orientation: 
some respondents are oriented more toward enjoyment of 
natural features, protection of natural resources, and 
minimal intrusion by man, while others show a greater 
orientation toward social experiences and more extensive 
deve lopment of ‘Urban artifacts in natural oareas. For 
example, in the wilderness context, researchers have found 
differences in the degree of wilderness-purist responses of 
wilderness users, with some “seeking maximum solitude = and 
contact with nature to others seeking a social experience in 
which wilderness is simply a convenient setting" (Lime, 
1976:7). Similarly, campers have been differentiated in 
terms of their social and environmental orientations 
(Bultena and Klessig, 1969; Clark, Hendee and Campbell, 
1971; Schinkel, 1980; White, Wall, and Priddle, 1978). Clark 
et al. (1971:145) concluded that "the social orientation 
generally involves high levels of interaction with other 
campers, a preference for activities often associated with 


urban environments and developed facilities which take 


precedence over contact with the natural environment." 

A summary of this review of literature focusing on 
variations in behavioural responses to outdoor environments 
is provided in Table 2.1. Many of the factors described in 
this section relate to the differentiation of preservation 
and recreation orientations in this study. In investigating 
these orientations, researchers have employed many types. of 
indicators or measures, including perceptions, recreation 
activity preferences, and preferences For future 
developments of recreation sites. These indicators, and 
relevant preservation-recreation distinctions associated 


with them, are outlined in the following sections. 


C. Perceptions of Outdoor Recreation Environments 
Increasingly, researchers have stressed the role of 
DeRnception Fas =a significant raGLor in environmenta |] 
behaviour and decision-making. Perception research has 
demonstrated that individuals of varying psychological and 
experiential backgrounds interpret and assess environmental 
information according to their unique view of the world, 
developing images and designating meaning to environmental 
elements. In the outdoor recreation context, researchers 
have found that an individual’s perceptions may influence 
decisions to recreate (Bryan and Jansson, 1973), recreation 
behaviours (Lee, 1972), satisfactions with environmental and 
social attributes of resources (Dorfman, 1979: Stankey, 


1973), and views about future management and developments 
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(Hendee et al., 1968). An understanding of recreation 
resource users’ perceptions of recreation environments 
therefore appears to be integral in understanding observed 
variations in user behaviours and demands. 

In many cases, studies have focused on recreationists’ 
perceptions of specific resource attributes, including 
environmental and social features such as crowding (eg., 
Stankey, 1973) or the presence of resource degradation 
(Vaske et al., 1980). Of greater relevance to the present 
research, however, are the studies which have investigated 
the public’s personal concepts of recreation environments 
such as parks or wilderness. Employing a_e variety of 
indicators, these studies have demonstrated the diversity of 
meanings or definitions which are attributed to’ these 
resources by the public. One aspect of the meaning or image 
of a resource is the purpose or function that it serves. The 
range of functions that parks may serve for the public is 
demonstrated in several studies which have’ investigated 
abstract concepts and generalized images of State and 
National Parks in the United States. 

The most direct approach to investigating the concept 
of a Park was that of Merriam et a/J. (1972), who asked 
campers what the words "state park" meant to them. 
Approximately three-quarters of the campers (77 percent) saw 
a park primarily as a recreation area, while the remaining 
23 percent defined a park primarily as a reserve for the 


preservation of the natural environment. When the total 
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number of responses was examined, the range of meanings 
applied to the term “state park: became evident: 
approximately one-quarter of the responses were oriented 
toward active recreational use, and one-fifth to nature = and 
conservation. The remaining responses were concerned with 
personal benefits such as a place to relax (18 percent) and 
thes.attributeseot faci litiesssuchesas. facility quality, (35.4 
percent). | 

White and Schreyer (1981) employed a similar approach, 
asking National Park (U.S.) visitors what they felt was. the 
“purpose of national parks." They classified responses 
according to their preservation or use emphasis, analogous 
to the twin mandates of the National Park Service. Four 
fifths (80.1 percent) of the respondents emphasized use, 
whereas 72.0 percent mentioned preservation. They concluded 
that most visitors had extremely generalized perceptions of 
the national parks, considering them basically as "places to 
see and enjoy" (White and Schreyer, 1981:333). 

Five distinct themes relating to the functions of 
national parks were documented by Noe (1978) in a 
factor-analytical study of highschool age youths. These 
subjects perceived national parks primarily as a setting for 
outdoor recreational aclivitaes, and, -aS jay place. for 
solitude. The remaining factors, which were not so important 
to the respondents, suggested that parks were viewed as 
places for social interaction with family and friends, and 


finally, as a place for the protection of resources, such as 
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animals, and other natural features. 

In the Canadian context, Markle (1975) studied the 
publ1e%s perception of the National Park system, 
particularly its purpose and role in preserving outstanding 
natural areas. He employed several indicators of perception, 
including respondents’ views on the functions of the park 
system, and the specific physical attributes (natural and 
man-made) that they would expect to find in a national park. 
Most respondents, selected from three Canadian cities, (St. 
John’s, London, and Calgary) perceived that the major 
purpose of national parks is to preserve natural areas and 
wildlife, with the second most important role being the 
provision of areas for recreation. Responses did vary, 
however, with the level of education of the respondent. In 
general, public perception of national parks became more 
"nature-oriented" and less oriented toward man-made 
facilities as education level increased. 

Another approach to assessing perceptions of recreation 
places is exemplified by the research of Stankey (1973) who 
compared the personal concepts of wilderness’ held by 
wilderness area visitors with the legislated concept of 
wilderness as defined by the United States Wilderness Act. 
He determined that a wide range of user definitions of 
wilderness was evident, based on the intensity of concern 
for such elements as natural ecosystem, level of human 
influence, or primitiveness of the recreation opportunity. 


Respondents were categorized along a "“wildernism" dimension 
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as strong, moderate, or non-purists according to the degree 
of correspondence between their perceptions of wilderness 
and the Wilderness Act definition. A similar approach was 
taken by Schreyer and Roggenbuck (1981) who attempted to 
define visitor images of national parks on the basis of a 
“Parkism" scale. Although they demonstrated that it was 
possible to differentiate people into High, Medium, and Low 
Park Purism categories on the basis of the congruence of 
their perceptions with formalized park values, they 
concluded that images of parks were too generalized to be 
conceptually or managerially useful. 

The studies cited above serve as a useful starting 
point in demonstrating the range of definitions and images 
which people may apply to park environments. Schreyer’ and 
Roggenbuck (1981) have identified a problem with the 
generalized nature of park images, however, which limits the 
relevance of this approach to managerial decisions. A 
similar limitation was found by Markle (1975) who noted that 
parks within a system may vary greatly, and that variations 
in perceptions may be related to respondents’ experiences 
with certain types of parks within that system. In view of 
the short-comings of this approach, it would appear more 
appropriate and managerially relevant to assess perceptions 
of specific parks for which environmental parameters may be 
identified. Furthermore, as Schreyer and Roggenbuck 
(1981:44) state, the latter approach "may be much more 


useful in understanding the influence of image upon 
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behaviour. " 

Little information appears to be available regarding 
the relationship of socio-demographic or visitation factors 
to perceptions of parks. Markie’s (1975) findings regarding 
the positive relationship of education level to perception 
of national parks as a preservation resource have been cited 
above. This study also provided an_ indication that the 
locavron Tor "residence could also be “an” imfluential factor 
with regard to park perceptions. 

In investigating the relationship of socio-demographic 
factors to perceptions of wilderness, Hendee et al]. (1968) 
also found that wilderness purists were more likely to be 
highly educated, as well as raised in urban environments. 
Researchers have also demonstrated that participants’ in 
different recreation activities may perceive the 
environmental and social aspects of recreation resources’ in 
different ways (eg., Lucas, 1964; Wong, 1979). For example, 
Lucas (1964) found that canoeists and motorboaters expressed 
different concepts of the Boundary Waters Wilderness Area, 
including the size of the area, and the essential qualities 
of the wilderness experience. Two recent studies (Hammitt, 
1981; Vaske et a]., 1980) have suggested that first-time and 
repeat visitors to recreation sites may also vary in their 
perceptions of particular attributes of outdoor recreation 
resources. In view of the relative lack of research relating 
socio-demographic factors to variations in perceptions of 


parks, an investigation focusing on these variable 
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relationships would appear warranted. 

The relationship of perceptions to activity preferences 
appears to be reciprocal in nature, since it has been shown 
that perceptions of a resource influence behaviour with 
respect to that resource (eg., Bryan and Jansson, 1973), and 
that specific activity preferences are associated with 
variations in perceptions of resource attributes (eg., 
Lucas, 1964). 

In investigating the relationship of perceptions and 
behaviour, several researchers have used recreation 
activities as indicators of recreationists’ personal 
concepts of outdoor recreation settings. Since many 
activities observed at recreation sites are not dependent on 
specific attributes of the resource (Cheek and Field, 1977), 
or the specific facilities provided (McCool, 1978), it 
appears that a particular recreation place may take = on 
several definitions as a locale for recreation behaviours. 
This evidence led Cheek and Field (1977:70) to conclude that 
"recreation places are defined as leisure settings by their 
users rather than specific activity sites’, and that these 
definitions are related to personal and = socio-cultural 
characteristics of the participants (Lee, Oa. Ne For 
example, McCoo | categorized Groups’) Of act imi viese at 
water-based resources according to the Hendee, Gale and 
Catton (1971) typology, which was based on the perceived 
meaning of activities to participants. On the basis of their 


differential participation in each of the activity packages, 
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McCool (1978) concluded that the two groups under 
investigation (residents and non-residents) were defining 
the wildland water-based resource differently. Residents 
defined the resources included in the study as a locale’ for 
active and extractive activities, while non-residents 
focused on appreciative and learning aspects OF the 
environment. 

As indicated, these studies focusing on definition of 
place have employed participation in activity packages as an 
indicator. In order to refine the understanding of the 
relationships between definition of place and activities, 
independent assessment of the two variables, perceptions and 
activity preferences would appear to be necessary. The 
degree of association between these two variables should 
then be evaluated to assess whether activity preferences 
constitute valid indicators of perception of place. A review 
of the relevant literature indicates that this approach has 
not been undertaken to date. 

This literature review of perception research has 
identified that personal concepts of outdoor recreation 
environments may often be distinguished along 
preservation-recreation dimensions, and that perceptions may 
vary with recreation behaviours and socio-demographic 
factors. The most pertinent relationships described in this 
section are summarized in Table 2.2. Further research into 
the relationships of socio-demographic/visitation factors, 


activity preferences and perceptions appears warranted, 
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however, particularly in the park-specific context, where 
such research may contribute to a better understanding of 
park image and behaviours than the general park system 


research conducted in the past. 


D. Recreationists Activity Preferences 

Activity preferences constitute one aspect of demand 
which is of considerable interest to both researchers and 
planners. Although researchers such as Driver and Tocher 
(1970:9) have emphasized that recreation is an "experience" 
rather than simply participation in activities, the concept 
of activity preferences has proven to be of practical value 
to planners in decisions related to facility, personnel, and 
resource allocation (Chase and Cheek, 1979). 

Two aspects of activity preference research are 
relevant to the present investigation. On the one hand, 
researchers have attempted to understand the relationship of 
recreational activities to the nature of the resource base. 
In the second approach, the relationship of activity 
preferences to other behavioural factors has been the focus 
of investigation. 

Recent evidence has documented the range of 
recreational activities that may occur on any recreation 
site. Although somewhat constrained by resource 
characteristics, many oni these activities are 
non-resource-dependent (Cheek and Field, 1977), and may be 


unanticipated by planners (McCool, 1978). Using a variety of 
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aquatic resources as an example, Cheek and Field (1977) 
found that each resource appeared to serve at least a 
bimodal role for recreationists, with two activity groupings 
tending to account for the greatest percentage of recreation 
behaviours reported for each type of site. McCool (1978) has 
pointed out that unanticipated activities may contribute to 
unacceptable degradation of the resource, and that 
behavioural research may alert planners to the diverse needs 
of various user-groups so that these activities may receive 
consideration during the pianning stage. 

In examining the relationship of activity preference to 
other factors, researchers have found it useful to cluster 
the diverse range Ok recreational activities into 
empirically or conceptually meaningful groupings or activity 
packages (Burton, 1971; Christiansen, 1975; Hendee et al., 
(oe NIC COON a Oi -aasRomS ar med ooo eSchinke lee 1980 )}e" this 
approach has allowed researchers to identify the range of 
activity orientations which characterize man-environment 
interactions in outdoor recreation settings. One example of 
this technique is the taxonomic system developed by Hendee, 
Gale and Catton (1971), in which activities are grouped on 
the basis of their perceived meaning to the participants. 


These categories are summarized below: 


iprApprectative=-symbolic Activities directed toward 
appreciation of features in the natural environment 


Preservation of the natural environment in its natural 
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state is necessary for maximum enjoyment of most 
activities included in the category (eg., hiking, seeing 
natural scenery). 

2a TEXtractivessymbe1.ciw VAChIivi tres echaractertzedusby =the 
quest ele “trophies " extracted from the natural 
environment (eg., fishing, hunting). 

3. Passive Free-Play: Activities requiring little personal 
effort and not specific to a forest environment (eg., 
relaxing, sightseeing). 

4, Sociable-Learning: Combines clearly social activities 
such as visiting, looking around camp, as well as nature 
study and visiting exhibits. Both types involve 
intentional social interaction with others, which is the 
primary source of satisfaction. 

5. Active-Expressive: Activities which do not require a 
forest setting, and may interfere with other activities 
(eg., water-skiing). 

Inv addition to facilitating an understanding of the 
diversity of recreation activities, such typologies or 
groupings have allowed researchers to investigate the 
association of other variables such as socio-demographic and 
socio-psychological factors to activity preferences. In this 
way, the activity orientations of various user groups may be 
identified. Utilizing the taxonomic system described above, 
Hendee et al. (1971) found that variations in age and 
educational levels were associated with preferences for 


different types of activities in a population of campers. 
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They reported that the appreciative-symbolic activities were 
preferred more often by younger respondents (20 to 29 years) 
and those with higher education levels. Active-expressive 
activities, such as swimming or water-skiing, were also 
preferred by younger respondents, while older respondents 
preferred passive Free-play activities. Both 
active-expressive and passive free-play activities were 
associated with lower educational levels. Schinkel (1980), 
employing the same typology, investigated the relationships 
between the five activity packages ana severa | 
socio-demographic and trip characteristic variables in a 
sample of campers at three Yellowknife area campgrounds. He 
found a slightly different pattern when activity preferences 
were examined with respect to age: appreciative-symbolic 
activities were preferred by respondents in the older’ age 
category (50 years and older), as were sociable- learning 
activities, while passive free-play and active-expressive 
activities were preferred by the younger age groups. A 
second analysis demonstrated activity preference differences 
when first-time and repeat visitors were compared: those 
with no previous experience in the campground showed a 
greater preference for appreciative and sociable-learning 
opportunities, while repeat visitors preferred active 
expressive and passive free-play activities. 

One factor which has received recent attention in 
relation to this activity preference typology is’ the 


location of residence variable (McCool, 1976, 1978: 
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Schinkel, 1980). These studies have shown that visitors to 
state or territorial parks and campgrounds in Canada and the 
United States, could be differentiated in terms of _ their 
aCtiV1 LY preferences, according to their status as a 
resident or non-resident of the surrounding area. McCool 
(1976, 1978) found a consistent pattern across’ three 
categories of state parks (ie., recreational, natural, and 
historical) and several water-based park units. He concluded 
that "residents participated more frequent ly than 
non-residents in active-expressive and extractive-symbolic 
activities while non-residents had a greater proportion of 
their activity concentration in appreciative-symbolic and 
sociable-learning activities" (McCool, 1976:2). Further 
support for these findings comes from the research of 
Schinkel (1980), who found similar differences between 
Louris t and non-resident campers. By considering the 
relative dependence of these activity packages on the 
physical and aesthetic aspects of the environment, Schinkel 
(1980) constructed a social-environmenta |] continuum. 
Utilizing this scale, he concluded that resident campers 
indicated a greater social or activity orientation toward 
the camping experience, while tourist campers indicated a 
greater environmental orientation. 

In McCool’s (1978) study, differences were found 
between two other definable groups, day-users and campers. 
The activities which were preferred by day-users were in the 


expressive-symbolic and passive free-play categories, while 
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a greater proportion of campers showed activity preferences 
in the appreciative-symbolic, sociable- learning, and 
extractive-symbolic categories. 

Participation in activities has also been shown to be 
related to the social grouping of the participants. Burch 
(1964) identified four types of activity aggregations among 
campers, and found associated social differences. FOr 
example, “nature study" camps were characterized 
predominantly by older couples, in contrast to other’ types 
of camps where families predominated. Field and O’ Leary 
(1972) found differential participation in water-based 
activities associated swith wtihe —tyoe of social group: for 
example, family groups were found most often visiting a 
beach and swimming; friendship groups predominated in 
fishing and swimming; and family-friendship and friendship 
groups were over-represented in power-boating. Buchanan et 
al. (1981) found similar relationships with water-based 
activities. They also determined that some activities may 
have a relatively narrow appeal, while other activities may 
attract a greater diversity of social group types. 

Although many researchers have examined participation 
in specific activities or activity groupings (eg., Romsa, 
197.3 -eoWha tes" 1975) “ands found variations related to 
socio-demographic characteristics Of s panticipants. sine 
majority of these studies do not relate to the 
preservation-recreation distinctions which are the focus of 


the present investigation, and are consequently not relevant 
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to the current review. The studies cited, however, have 
suggested that activities may vary in their relationship to 
the environment and that the environmental orientation of 
different groups of recreationists can be identified on the 
basis of their preferences for these activities. Further 
evidence for the association of activity preferences to 
environmental orientation comes from the study of Dunlap and 
Heffernan (1975) which found a relationship between activity 
preferences and degree of environmental concern. They 
classified activities into an ‘appreciative-consumptive" 
dichotomy: appreciative activities involved attempts. to 
enjoy the natural environment without altering it (ie., 
preservation orientation) while consumptive activities 
involved a ‘utilitarian’ approach characterized by removing 
something from the environment. They found that there was a 
strong association between involvement in appreciative 
activities and environmental concern, with concern more 
likely to be directed toward protecting aspects of the 
environment necessary for pursuing appreciative activities 
than toward more abstract concerns such as_ pollution 
COMErO! - 

This review of relevant activity preference research 
has focused extensively on studies employing the activity 
package typology of Hendee et a/. (1971), since the 
components: of ‘this typology ware readily relatedr to the 
preservation-recreation dimension of the present. study; 


other typologies examined (eg., Christiansen, 1975; Romsa, 
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1973) did not focus on the same types of factors and did not 
appear to be meaningful for the distinctions developed in 
this study. In summary, findings from these studies suggest 
that participation in appreciative-symbolic (or 
preservation/education-type) activities, is related to the 
characteristics of higher education levels, first-time 
visitors, campers, and non- local residents. Findings 
relating age to participation in appreciative-symbolic 
activities were not consistent in the studies reviewed. In 
contrast, participation in activities of an active 
recreational or social nature was found to be associated 
with lower educational levels, repeat visits, day-users, and 
local residents. In addition, differential participation has 
been found to be associated with the social group structure 
of participants. A summary statement, outlining these 


associations, is presented in Table 2.3. 


E. Preferences for Management Programmes and Developments 
The investigation of recreationists’ preferences 
constitutes one approach to understanding the nature of user 
demand. Evaluation of preferences provides an indication of 
the value which users of recreation resources place on 
attributes OF the physical, social, and managerial 
environments, and identifies component factors which will 
contribute to more satisfying on-site experiences for 


recreationists. 
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In most cases, research related to user preferences has 
evaluated responses to situational attributes which are 
managerially relevant to specific sites. Preferences have 
been determined for landscape characteristics (eg., Shafer 
et al. (1969); Carls 1974), physical or environmental site 
attributes (Shafer and Burke, 1965; Hancock, 1973; Foster, 
1977), and aspects of the social environment such as user 
densities (Stankey, 1973). Of greater relevance to the 
present investigation are studies which have examined 
expressed preferences for management programmes (eqg., Hendee 
et al., 1968; Stankey, 1973; Wong, 1979), and attitudes 
toward development alternatives (eg., Jackson, 1980; Oliver, 
1974: Wohlwill-and- Heft, 1977). 

Few researchers have utilized the concept of a spectrum 
to organize specific demands along theoretical or practical 
planning dimensions. However, some of these studies have 
attempted to identify various factors which might be 
associated with, or might shape these preferences, such as 
recreation behaviours (eg., Jackson, 1980), motivations 
(Roggenbuck, 1977), and socio-demographic variables (eg., 
Jackson, 1980). Jackson (1980:190) has noted that "people 
vary in their perceptions and attitudes toward development, 
Duta MISSED CSSIbIles sto Iceninty consistent Yassoe7 ations 
between recreationists and specific user-groups on the one 
hand, and views on appropriate uses and strategies on _ the 


other." 


» iA. ie) 


aail exenrys 01a Fe Meir oF nes! or Menage. saad 7 
ou tray emai it Leper bauer Ma tat abner 
sve spanaraies agi’ 717 Pledge GF Pakval os , 7 
7 (ye ; LS ee ee ee cee era! an rent | pag need 
ghia shennan «(Ye ei aces Laake? aba? i iletA a a 
: oa ear im wan: (Cir | i) ors eearts} aereres TT a 
» ICEL ryt (*'-0 1s at ‘ints Gre eee 
rr ' ihc a4 it 58a: i" + yah (led? ast) jana: - 
ron they wert crt Geel: 1B, at Mot inant ieee 


mai ids , 3n4 we: ene) ..< lel aeoets Say 
vr a6 wags _ iwerle* trae @ve® 

(pict Teer) ave AL nets 
arses NS Pdboriag Gad ines 1 ''y avery erate mee yar 
esheets 71> Lao PORT pr gna’ a0 apap ed: st 
Sven agitate recs 45. agin lam "Shot domme 


i - “s- 
ria 7 


eT ee ee er Ce oT 
ef risa (pooreialere Sued? sc. s Lhe «(te bet i 
eras tavilien iB?! it ae pos sAitic | vorted 
, ge) (a4al os (cur ateige “aewtins ce. tere Perrni 
siete! fant bein Gert 102! USER) ss maa bot 
(rveeaieul Web Th 1f 2 une angege 


a. Vee 
: oo 


One approach to investigating users’ attitudes toward 
management programmes is to evaluate their reactions to 
newly instituted management practices and developments. This 
technique has been employed in two instances where park 
users’ reactions to programmes oriented toward protecting 
the park environment were evaluated. Harrison 
(1975) investigated the views of Mt. McKinley National Park 
(U.S.) visitors and Alaska residents with regard to a public 
transportation system and camping policies which imposed 
greater controls on campers. He found no relationship 
between views about these new programmes , and 
socio-demographic factors such as _ location of residence. 
Similarly, Smith and Alderdice (1979) examined the reactions 
of visitors to preservation-oriented programmes” recently 
established at Pt. Pelee National Park, Ontario. They found 
that park visitors indicated a strong desire for’ preserving 
the National Park environment, and a desire to maintain a 
low profile of facilities within the park. No differences 
were evident between local and more distant urban residents 
in their degree of Environmental Concern or Services Concern 
on the scales administered. 

The most common approach to investigating preferences 
toward management and development options has been to 
solicit the public’s views about future alternatives and 
proposals. For example, Roggenbuck and Kushman (1980) asked 
landowners along three wild rivers about their degree of 


support for river preservation policies, and_ their 
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preferences for alternative methods of policy 
implementation: Opinions» varied according to location of 
residence of the landowners. Aithough both resident and 
absentee landowners favoured preservation of the wild 
rivers, resident (local) landowners were less supportive of 
restrictive protective policies such as river zoning. The 
study by Hendee et al]. (1968) found that wilderness users 
with higher education levels preferred fewer facilities and 
more use controls to preserve the natural qualities of 
wilderness, than respondents with lower education levels. 

Aside from these studies which have investigated the 
relationship of location of residence to variations in views 
about recreation resource developments, or found variations 
according to education level, there appears to be little 
information in the relevant literature regarding the 
relationships of socio-demographic and site visit variables 
to preservation-recreation development views. 

Several researchers have reported, however , that 
variations in views about appropriate management = and 
development strategies may be associated with recreation 
behaviours, such as participa tion/non-par ticipation 
(Jackson, 1980; Smith and  Alderdice, 1979), and 
Dabtinicipatwon aim “specificwitypes® “of recreation activities 
such as canoeing/motor-boating (Lucas, 1964), cross-country 
skiing and snowmobiling (Knopp and Tyger, 1973; Wong, 1979), 
and sailboating/motorboating (Oliver, 1974). For example, 


Oliver (1974) found that differences between motorboaters 
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and sailboaters ‘appeared to consist fundamentally of an 
orientation toward man-made facilities favoured by 
motorboaters, and the solitude and wilderness aspects of the 
natural environment favoured by sailboaters." 

In addition to the above studies which have related 
recreationists’ activities to management preferences, some 
researchers have undertaken to relate perceptions and 
environmental orientations to users’ views about management 
practices and development options. Much of this work has 
focused on the responses of visitors to wildland or 
wilderness recreation environments. In the study of Hendee 
et al., (1968), wilderness users were categorized according 
to the degree to which they possessed wilderness-purist or 
urban values on the basis of their views” about the 
appropriateness of selected physical and activity attributes 
in the wilderness environment. They found that the degree of 
support for management practices and programmes was related 
to the respondents’ wilderness-purist orientations, with 
wilderness-purist respondents more strongly opposing 
policies altering the complete naturalness of the 
wilderness. Bultena, Albrecht and Womble (1981) found a 
similar pattern, with wilderness orientations of backpackers 
being important in their differential acceptance of 
backcountry management policies. Studies by West (1981) and 
Echelberger, Deiss, and Morrison (1974) have attempted to 
relate attitudes toward management practices to specific 


perceptions of overuse and overcrowding in backcountry 
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areas. In both instances, however, the relationships between 
perceptions of overuse and preferences’ for management 
actions establishing use controls were weak. In a similar 
pattern, few differences were found in preferences’ for 
management actions by Schreyer and Roggenbuck (1981), who 
compared three groups with different parkism images. Thus, 
recreationists identified as High, Medium and Low on the 
Parkism scale showed few differences when preferences for 
campsite development, use distribution, and regulation were 
compared. Those in the High Parkism category appeared to be 
more favourable to limiting group size, and imposing 
seasonal use limits, however, indicating somewhat greater 
concern for increasing user satisfaction and protecting park 
resources. 

In summary, research cited in this section indicates 
that variations in preferences for management programmes and 
developments have been found to be related to participation 
in recreation activities and somewhat inconsistently to 
perceptions of outdoor recreation resources (see Table 2.4 
for a summary of this research). Although several of these 
studies relate to the preservation-recreation dimension of 
the present study, little information appears to be 
available regarding the relationships of socio-demographic 
and visit characteristics to preservation-recreation 


management preferences in a park setting. 
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F. Definition of Variable Relationships 

The foregoing literature review has introduced the 
concept of environmental orientations, and the relevance of 
this concept tr} outdoor bPecrea tion planning. In 
investigating environmental orientations in the outdoor 
recreation context, researchers have employed many types. of 
indicators or measures, including perceptions, recreation 
activity preferences, and preferences for development = and 
management programmes. A review of literature pertinent to 
each of these topics has illustrated that, for each of these 
variables, variations could be related to such factors as 
Lhe socio-demegnaphic Or “soctialy group characteristics Vor 
respondents. Many of these studies are relevant to an 
understanding of the preservation-recreation dichotomy, as 
they address several component factors involved in the 
conceptualization Of preservation and recreation 
orientations. In addition, the nature of relationships among 
the indicator variables has been outlined in the discussion. 

Jackson (1980) has developed a model which serves as a 
basis for summarizing’ the relationships among these 
variables (see Figure 2.1). According to the model, 
“socio-demographic characteristics are viewed as a major 
factor in recreation activities and use patterns of a 
SpcCe mic . .). resource whiten a tupm shapes 2. =| attitudes 
concerning what is considered desirable and appropriate for 
development" (Jackson, 1980:190). In view of the findings 


from other studies investigating the relationship of 


ie = Tiga 


eee, avian leae ae 


wt? GaouUBEI TAI gat ‘34/4 8" eincnter tL grtes 
to amavis? 7 ore le ghar ied Ladeapinn te vine bball 


" aninmelg veh tarsje” “gestae wt aaneene 


e“Ote: @ wt arartar™.x P PL Ager Pre oni magits 


a 


hc gene! ured? MA‘ rl ares ava? aA Te a ) s¥rTneS aot Ta 
® 
eae ) secs") pan, ) Tian eee gore 4 wont (Jaen Lad +ofepibn “i 


pare “eo 1 a ee) Bis) 7 amursh wy ee vilvilog 
a 


nie , FOG@sails | ( 


: =_ 
ce Ananth’ Met eviiiweda’? 4 ; Ac) asfenty “PP S08 ream ereaet” 
aft? 10 he ce arb Gafow. att) een a7 av yer! %© ode 
\iitaal seus .' oh): SEHD Pow SB patdatabe 


gus lagGY itaue 
Te fis i eat rar ee : ont oO: We) 
mm ot JueveTe?! 0 cet en cl? eet 
ee engi danke. fap Oe ylrrean: ww (Pee gggrg eats \is an terrae 
ert ai bevloviih , Pee 7 ‘7-) oleae ieee 
oS ee, ee wae” inn PBN 292 ue rw mr sane) | 


giima..an iene tale > Santer of" AQetiian me arch ein 
aetgemestl)) off oF Baril iteiwec sen sete! Vey ‘oduatiot 
@ @6 dav 140 AOA ioe o Sax,’ ome ree? } nal 
saan Peer g euvisnss) =) ait gm sions ‘et 
ieee et sf gamit@ssA Jl onal? ea tdal 
sie ® 8 beni. De Fo! (ore om mite oat 
Ate iyay tary pe” 62) ese pre 


ceed 2.4 weit? el dabt 
7 ae : 7 : i 
b - % v . and 
‘, a ‘ : : . 


49 


see aps es cal A to eee a, ne ne ee eee oe 


NOILVINFIYO WYWd 


S9DUe19491d JUswWabeUeW pue ‘saduesayoaud AV IAsIIe 
“suo!jdassed pue siojioey JISIA 44ed/D1Ydesbowep-o150s usemjzeq sdiysuoiqye,ousaquy 21 °2 aunbiy 


Ud!}eBaud0y 
40 
UO!ITEALISI44g 


uoF}easIey 


40 
UOIEAIISIIg 


SJONIFY3439ud 
ALIAILLIV 


INJWd013A5G 
QNV 

INIWISVNVW 
YO4 

SSINIYAAIYd 


UO!JeUIYSAG yO addy 
Aduanbes4 VISIA 
YIS{A 4O OdAL 

dno1g jo addy 


9QUep!ISay 4O UO!1eD04 


Uo} JeaIDay 
410 
UOIEAAISIIq 


QwOdU | 
Wuvd 40 uol}eonpy 
SNOILd394Y3d aby 


i ae rae ec Me witb pes eer a ees a SOILS | YALIVYVHS 
LISIA AuWd 
ONY 
JIHdVY9OWI-01905 


, - & 
ene 2 


2h) TS RIAS* 


' 
Hy 
AREA 49 t 


qalpevrted 24 
Biel 
rte | 2 bell 


qa. ; 
ah ll = . 
ye 7 7 : ; 
Tay ue | 
a Filer ! -. 
wishsaO” Fe | 4 
4) 
~— _ _—— : 
. a = permit | ue’ a 
! : 
- sri F548 
Sr tet ten ee PALE): } 
Ww ee 1345 | 
' 1 
pal iawsrsak < : 
. ii j & \aear” r] 
a tn] “+ 
f 
¢ & er 
— } . : 
——  ——  —————— i sei 
oo 
WOHIFAINZI RO Bor 1 
t 
Vaal eee SS Se eee Le S| SS | -_> _— —-_ a= -=—2 Ge =» 
btm 5H] Ie Se 2 Ne aia tgeeensh- plisen puveied sole 
“ e ‘ a 2 a 


sq tea wisiq inansiieee URE 5 


50 


perceptions to recreation behaviours and development 
preferences, incorporation of perceptions as an additional 
factor in the model would appear to be appropriate. Park 
visitation factors are also included as possible explanatory 
variables related to perceptions and activity preferences, 
and direct relationships among socio-demographic/park visit 
factors and preferences for management are also proposed. 
These additional variable relationships are incorporated 
into Figure 2.1. The three variables, perceptions, activity 
preferences, and management/development preferences are 
viewed as indicators of environmental orientation. Selected 
socio-demographic and park visit factors are seen as _ major 
factors related to perceptions of park purpose and to 
activity preferences. These variables in turn’ influence 
expressed demand for management programmes and development. 
Specific objectives and propositions relating to this model 


are developed in the following chapter. 
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III. OBJECTIVES, BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY 


Bem ie Production 

The discussion presented in this chapter is divided 
iitOes UnFeeR principal “sections |e inmthe" firste sect ion. = the 
general study direction and thesis objectives are detailed. 
In the second section, the rationale for the selection of 
the study sites, Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone Provincial 
Parks, is outlined. Descriptions of the parks, and the 
planning backgrounds for each site are also presented. The 
third section focuses on the survey methodology, including 
development of the questionnaire instrument, sampling 
techniques, and treatment of the data. 

At the time of the study, the researcher was affiliated 
with the Planning Branch of Alberta Recreation and Parks, 
the agency managing the Alberta Provincial Park system. As 
part of this project, a report summarizing’ the survey 
REsllitSyedS wer leoas’ ' VIS tons: spontaneous comments, was 
prepared for each of the two Provincial parks, Dinosaur and 
Writing-on-Stone. These reports were limited to frequency 
analyses and were intended to summarize practical aspects of 
the study for park planners associated with the two parks. 
The subject matter and variable relationships addressed in 


this present thesis were beyond the scope of these reports. 
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B. Overview of the Study 

The  overaliv Goal sof “this study was to evaluate 
visitors’ orientation toward parks having resources of both 
heritage and recreational value. Previous research had 
suggested that variations in environmental orientation with 
respect to both general and specific environmental ly-related 
issues may be conceptualized along dimensions relating to 
preservation and recreation distinctions (Hendee et ali/., 
ISGe ee eNartcle; eo / So eilerriam er ala, 19/722 Sadler, 19/0; 
Smi th and Alderdice, SES According to ERS 
conceptualization, behaviours which are dependent on the 
resource, and which indicate support for protection of park 
resources and minimal development of facilities would be 
considered ‘"preservational." Those responses indicating 
preferences for user-oriented opportunities emphasizing 
active or socially-oriented experiences not dependent on the 
specific qualities of the resource, and supporting more 
intensive development options, would be considered as 
"recreational." This "“preservation-recreation" dimension 
would be managerially relevant, since these distinctions 
were similar to two categories of a park classification 
system, which was being developed by Alberta Recreation and 
Panks  duming. theminit talephasesmor ethisyresearcin project 


1 This classification system has since undergone 
considerable revision, and is now being developed as a 
four-category system consisting of Wilderness Areas, 
Ecological Reserves, Parks and Recreation Areas. The 
preservation-recreation dimension is encompassed in this 
spectrum of land management categories. 
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In order to operationalize the concept of environmental 
orientation ror this study , perceptions, activity 
preferences, and preferences for development were considered 
appropriate as indicator variables on the basis of previous 
research findings which Found preservation and 
recreation-related distinctions in recreationists’ responses 
for each of these variables (Hendee et a/., 1969; Markle, 
19/3, INcCoo ley 81976) © 19768 RoogenbucK Vand Kushmam,91980" 
White and Schreyer, 1981). 


C. Thesis Objectives 

The first objective of the study is to determine the 
overall orientation of visitors toward preservation and 
recreation-related factors for each of the two study parks. 
This approach is intended to provide planners’ with an 
indication of the degree of public support for resource 
protection planning concepts, and an understanding of 
demands for recreation-related opportunities. In order’ to 
achieve this objective, visitors’ responses on each of the 
three THaTCaLor variables (perceptions, aGiivi Ly 
preferences, and management preferences) will be determined, 
and conclusions about overall preservation and recreation 
orientations toward park resources will be based ona 
descriptive overview of the predominant response patterns 
Soccurhing for these three variables. Due to the 
investigative and descriptive nature of this approach, no 


hypothesis or propositions are developed related to this 
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objective. 

The second objective of the study is to compare the 
overall preservation-recreation orientations of visitors for 
each of the two study parks. Although the two parks might be 
viewed by planners as similar types of resources within the 
park system, it is considered possible that users of these 
two parks might define the parks differently. A comparison 
of this nature would provide a valuable source of 
information for planners’ who benefit from the perspective 
gained from inter-park comparisons. Since there is no a 
priori information available to suggest similarities and 
differences in visitors’ responses to the two parks, no 
propositions could be developed with regard to _ this 
objective. 

The third objective is to examine the relationship of 
selected socio-demographic and visit characteristics of park 
visitors to variations in orientation toward park resources. 
Previous research has indicated that outdoor recreationists, 
and park Vicwlors miNnwmoOdrthiCuiar MMday weVaRYo 8 1i] mine iE 
orientations, and that these variations may be related to 
the socio-demographic and ValrSuike characteristics of 
Dbariaeipantse tine past research, associations between 
socio-demographic/visit characteristics and environmental 
orientations have been shown for each of the three indicator 
variables: perceptions (Hendee et a/]., 1968; Markle, 1975; 
Vaske et aJ., 1980), activity preferences (Burch, 1964; 
FaAeldeeandedtbeary, 91972 *.Hendee ef ajx, 91971; McCool, 1976, 
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1978; Schinkel, 1980), and preferences for management and 
development (Hendee et a/]., 1968; Roggenbuck and Kushman, 
1980). In order to achieve this objective the relationships 
OT Selected socio-demographic dnd park Visit characteristics 
to preservation and recreation perceptions, activity 
preferences and management preferences will be investigated. 
For many of the possible relationships, the nature of the 
associations cannot be postulated due to the apparent lack 
of directly related research. On the basis of findings 
reported in the literature review, however, the following 
propositions related to this objective are developed: 

a } Variations in preservation and recreation 
perceptions of park purpose/objectives will be related to 
socio-demographic and visit characteristics of park 
visitors. This is based on previous’ research which has 
suggested that perceptions of outdoor recreation resources 
are related to educational level of respondents, with higher 
educational levels associated with stronger’ preservation 
orientation (Hendee et a/., 1968; Markle, 1975), and to 
location of residence (Bryan and Jansson, 1973; Markle, 
197 Se 

b) Variations in preservation and recreation activity 
preferences will be related to socio-demographic and visit 
characteristics of park visitors. This proposition has been 
developed on the basis of previous research which has 
determined that activity preference orientations are related 


to age (Hendee et a]., location of residence (McCool, 1976, 
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1873 Sell melita | SSO); ertyoesrotansocialy cgroupsinie|ld and 
OF beary. a o72 ee) Buchananmy ie4-CSis ees type: “ofee Visitor (day 
user/camper) (McCool, 1978), and first-time/repeat visitors 
(Schinkel, 1980). 

c) Variations in preservation and recreation management 
preferences will be related to socio-demographic and visit 
characteristics of park visitors. The findings from previous 
studies have suggested that variations in management and 
development preferences are related to education (Hendee et 
al., 1968), and location of residence (Roggenbuck and 
Kushman, 1980). 

They feurth objective mer rthe “study “is) to. examine 
similarities and differences in the orientations of visitors 
to the two study parks in the light of the preservation and 
recreation views of specific sub-populations of users and 
the constituent visitor profiles for each park. 

The fifth, and final, objective is to investigate the 
relationships among the three indicator variables employed 
in this study. This represents an attempt to examine the 
degree of association and predictive value OF these 
variables, and to clarify variable relationships which had 
received little direct investigation in previous’ research. 
This approach entails the investigation of three variable 
pains: 

1. Perceptions and activity preferences; 
2. Activity preferences and management preferences; 
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3. Perceptions and preferences for management. 


A review of the relevant research suggests that little 
attention has been given to direct assessment of the 
associations among these specific types of variables. 
Several studies have reported however, that variations in 
preferences for management programmes are related to 
activity preferences and behaviours (Jackson, 1980; Knopp 
and Tyger, 1973; Lucas, 1964: Oliver, 19743 and Wong, 1979) ; 
The relationship of perceptions to management preferences 
has been demonstrated by Hendee et a/]., (1968), but this has 
not been supported by the work of Echelberger et a]. (1974) 
and West (1981). Finally, the association of perceptions to 
activity preferences has received some direct attention 
(Veen o72.) MeCcol. 1978). but fur ther «study of the nature 


of the relationships for these variables appears warranted. 


D. Rationale for Site Selection 


The survey research was conducted at Dinosaur = and 


Writing-on-Stone Provincial Parks, located in the 
south-eastern grassland-prairie region of Alberta (see 
Figure 3.1). Both parks are operated under the jurisdiction 


of the Alberta Recreation and Parks Department, Provincial 
Parks/Design and Implementation Division. The sites were 
selected in conjunction with Archie Landals, the Associate 
Director of Planning, Outdoor Recreation Planning Branch. It 
was felt that these parks offered research opportunities 


which would be of both practical and _ theoretical 


an? ¢> °IieenPegRer (Foe iio 


7. getters FTA tance ee avarl enlouls incevez 
at tetele. @4— «bith \c epee tran nay Aworen ad ag | 
| yt ei fig naghsr © Waals! tng Sle Forts wtwee, Gtiviine: 
To ae) a ‘ sae) paau,; :2°3¢ , age Gg : 
tiecaen. io oi emetialer at 7 

ti whee ee Neetr o7 «i Veen eee eas 7 
J vile i) vil be) soquee eed aon 7 
poPiereresy, 4 90) “phate oo? AUNTS 2 16et) bee Eee 
ives ibis \aurym Ga fers eat gsonene tam vltvilos 
entsivcenteae We mnie Aes 6! .(oetew 00d? @jgedre 
beiie% ite “abit Send a etl GN NGS ripe Fak some eS 
a 

a) baplat eres to eh ere ee 


ie sued th Ralowsae <6 ‘ewe ye We i 
ant, bh beeapi ates . a cil morC neg 
oon) «= gp ral oy. fae 2 TR a 2 ive 
nebictharthel ats atts teyeiew +t — At: ‘ 
latantyas? _ emma dive? how 7) iia o 
seni seen wt nel ehyit netsate | of ee 


PaLOUREGES alc 


Location of Study Areas 


LOCATIONS OF 
STUDY AREAS 


dmonton 
@ E 


D Dinosaur Provincial Park Calgary 


a 6 Lu 


W Writing-on-Stone Provincial Park 


~ 


-—'~ main highways 


4 
N 


‘ *™..— Lethbridge 
pS 


he 


significance. 

Ofte srimary impor tance was the oppor tunity to 
investigate behavioura | factors associated with park 
visitors/outdoor recredt onisuss Since the forma | 
development of a Master Plan was in progress for both of 
these parks, it was felt that a study of this nature could 
contribute useful information to planners regarding 
visitors’ characteristics and their views about park 
activities, programmes and developments. This would entail 
the investigation of visitors’ perceptions and management 
preferences, as well as socio-demographic and visitation 
Characteristics,, topics whlcheconcurred withyethe principal 
theoretical interests of the researcher. 

Secondly, both Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone Provincial 
Parks required relatively unique and complex planning 
strategies when compared with other parks in the Alberta 
Parks system. Both parks contain resources of national and 
international significance, and in recognition of these 
values, the parks were considered as possible candidates for 
a Preservation designation within a general provincial park 
classification framework. With such a designation, the 
primary emphasis of park management would be directed toward 
resource protection and visitor appreciation of these 
resources through interpretive programming. Under such a 
scheme, the provision of outdoor recreation opportunities 
would be considered of secondary importance. Traditional use 


of these parks, however , has included recreational 
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activities which were not directly dependent on their unique 
resource features, and both parks have served as_ regional 
recreational resources to varying degrees. Information about 
the relative importance of the preservation and recreation 
functions of these parks to current park users’ was 
considered to be useful for planners developing alternative 
park concepts. 

AS one component. of the background information 
inventory, the study of visitors’ perceptions and activity 
and management preferences, differentiated along a 
preservation-recreation dimension, wou Id be directly 
relevant to the planning and management concerns for. both 
Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone Parks, and would have broader 
relevance to the basic protection-use issue which is 
encountered by many managers of outdoor recreation 
resources. 

Finally, each park has a designated Preserve zone which 
was established in order to protect the significant park 
resources. Public access to these areas is_ limited to 
scheduled interpretive tours conducted by park staff. Since 
the Preserve restrictions constituted a visitor management 
practice which was unique in the Alberta Provincial Park 
system, and which had considerable potential to affect the 
experience of the park visitor, assessment of visitors’ 
opinions with respect to this management feature was also 


considered to be important for future visitor management. 
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These three factors -- current Master Plan preparation, 
similar planning considerations with regard to the roles of 
resource preservation and recreation, and the existence of 
designated Preserve areas, constituted features which were 
common to both Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone Parks. Thus, in 
addition to providing information to planners which was 
specific to each park, these similarities allowed comparison 
of findings between the two parks which would be of both 
practical did theoretical] interest. Furthermore, an 
investigation of park user-groups would provide planners 
with an understanding of some potential user -group 
differences which might be present in other parks in the 


Alberta Provincial Park system. 


E. Description of the Study Sites 


Dinosaur Provincial Park 

Dinosaur Provincial Park is located approximately 30 
Kilometres northeast of Brooks, Alberta (Figure 3.1) and 
encompasses 14,692 acres of badland terrain along the Red 
Deer River Valley. In 1980 the park was designated as a 
World Heritage Site by the United Nations (UNESCO), in 
recognition of the international significance of the park’s 
resources. Of particular importance are the Upper Cretaceous 
dinosaur fossils which are of value both in terms of 
concentration and species variety. Other significant 


resources worthy of protection are the badland terrain and 
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riparian habitat of the Red Deer River valley, some rare 
faunal and floral features, and Plains Indian artifacts. 

Regionally, Dinosaur Park is complemented by Kinbrook 
Island Provincial Park, which serves as a recreational 
resource for the Brooks area, and Tillebrook Provincial 
Park, which iS a campground for Trans-Canada Highway 
travellers. Estimated park attendance figures, averaged over 
a three-year period (1976-1979) suggested a yearly 
visitation level of approximately 18,000 parties (vehicles). 

The park is conceptually zoned into two areas (Figure 
Se2)aeethe “Facilities Areal ~incjudes fa forty-four site 
campground, picnic area, self-guided trail, a loop road with 
three dinosaur fossil displays, and scenic viewpoints. The 
park administration buildings, and historic John Ware’s 
Cabin with associated informal interpretive site are also 
located here: 

The restricted Natural Preserve Zone, established in 
1970, encompasses about 90 percent of the park area. There 
are guided bus and walking tours into this zone to _ sites 
which have fossil concentrations and interesting badland 
formations. Active paleontological research is _ conducted 
throughout the summer at specific sites in the Preserve. 

No previous visitor studies had been undertaken in 
Dinosaur Park and very little information was available 


about park users and their views. 
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Writing-on-Stone Provincial Park 

Writing-on-Stone Provincial Park is located 42 
kilometres east of Milk River, Alberta, and approximately 8 
Kilometres north of the Canada-United States border. The 
park, established in 1957, encompasses 1,058 acres along the 
Milk River valley. Included in the park is North America’s 
largest concentration of Mistorice Plains Indians Frock art, 
consisting of petroglyphs and pictographs which have been 
etched and drawn on exposed sandstone rock faces. Other 
features of significance include fragile hoodoo formations 
located along the river banks and coulees, a_e restored 
North-west Mounted Police Outpost from the late 1800's, and 
Valuable wildlife habitat. 

For management purposes, the park has been divided into 
two generai zones (Figure 3.3). The "facilities" zone 
inciudes a thirty site campground, picnic area, playground, 
scenic viewpoints, and administrative buildings. The 
Archaeological Hie Sein Vie was established in 1977, and 
encompasses approximately thirty-five percent of the _ total 
park area. One portion of this Preserve was designated to 
protect a significant ‘concentration Of native rock apt, 
which is accessible to the public only’ through guided 
walking tours. The remaining portion, located on the _- south 
side of the Milk River, was originally established to 
protect the North-West Mounted Police Outpost during a 
reconstruction phase, “and tnis’ “also serves to protect 


Wildiire habitat and additional rock “art sites. Public 
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access to a portion of this area is through interpretive 
tours to the Police Outpost and adjacent coulee. 

WE Pting-oOn=sitome Proevineial» Park has traditionally 
served as a local recreation resource, since there are few 
public sites in the south-central prairie area which offer a 
treed setting of this quality. Estimated park attendance 
figures, averaged over a three year period (1976-1979), 
indicated a yearly visitation rate of approximately 11,235 
parties (vehicles). 

One previous”) study, involving park visitors, had been 
completed in Writing-on-Stone Park prior to the initiation 
of this project. That investigation (Butler, 1980) was 
conducted prior to the establishment of the Archaeological 
Preserve, and focused on the role of interpretation in 
motivating visitors to protect the Native Rock Art. There is 
little comparability in purpose, content, and design between 


the present research and this previously reported study. 


F. Research Methodology 


Outdoor Recreation Research Techniques 

Ase inotedasdn wthesintroducwion, #there has been a recent 
proliferation of research concerned with human behavioural 
aspects of outdoor recreation. As this trend has developed, 
many research techniques have been adapted from other fields 
such as sociology and psychology, photography and 


engineering, and applied to problems of data collection in 
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the outdoor recreation setting. The range of research 
techniques appearing in published outdoor recreation studies 
has included behavioural observation (Diamond, 1979; 
Johnson, 1979; Manzie, 1978), experimental designs utilizing 


treatmentvandecomtrol groups= veg, Buller, W805" Lakhart and 


Bailey, 1975), the use of secondary sources (eg., More, 
1980), and computer simulation of recreation movement 
patterns (eg., Carls, 1978). A summary of these various 


techniques, with particular application to river recreation 
research, has been provided by Clark (1977). 

However, it is clearly evident from an overview of the 
outdoor recreation research literature that the most 
frequently utilized research tool for collecting information 
about the recreationist is the survey, employing either the 
interview or the self-administered questionnaire technique. 
The questionnaire format is particularly valuable for 
investigating the personal experiences and views of the 
recreationist, which are not otherwise directly observable. 
In addition, this technique allows the researcher to obtain 
information about the study subjects which may be used to 
develop a descriptive profile of the survey population. Such 
information forms a basis for comparison with other studies, 
allows some evaluation of the validity of the study, and 
helps to define the generalizations which may be 
legitimately extended from the research findings. 

Problems associated with the use of surveys asa 


research tool have been well documented (Webb et a/., 1966). 
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Of particular concern is the obtrusive nature of _ the 
approach, in which the subject's awareness of the data 
collection technique may contribute to shaping or 
influencing the subject’s response, and thus introduce error 
into the study. In many cases, the subject matter of surveys 
often involves complex social and psychological phenomena, 
and few controls may be applied to extraneous variables 


during the data collection. 


The Research Technique: Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone Parks 

The survey questionnaire technique was selected as the 
most appropriate format for the study to be undertaken at 
Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone Parks. This technique was 
judged to be most suitable for the investigation of the 
personal opinion and perception factors which constituted 
the focus of the study. In addition, the questionnaire 
technique allowed the definition of the survey population on 
a number of relevant characteristics, so that the results 
could be meaningfully compared between the two parks, and 
with other reported research findings. 

The survey was administered on-site, at Dinosaur and 
Writing-on-Stone Provincial Parks. This location format was 
selected since the objective of the research was. to 
investigate the visitors’ responses to features and 
management practices which were specific to the two parks. 
With this in mind, it was considered necessary to contact 


the visitors during their actual visits to these parks, so 
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that their responses could reflect their experiences with 
theses payeiculare sites.) “enagui-of- stay bias was not 
considered a problem, since all visitors in the sample (both 
day-users and campers) were contacted as they first entered 
the park; neither group had a greater probability of being 
selected on the basis of their length-of-stay. 

The research tool consisted of a self-administered 
questionnaire which was distributed to visitors’ entering 
each of the two parks. Several factors influenced this 
Choices "of research technique. The self-administered 
questionnaire format was selected since it appeared to be 
the most efficient means of sampling the views of a 
considerable proportion of park visitors, given the limited 
number of personnel available for the data collection phase 
of the study (two people). In addition, the specific 
questions and issues which constituted the basis of the 
research project appeared to be generally amenable to a 
structured questionnaire format which could be_ personally 
answered by the respondents. Finally, the self-administered 
questionnaire format was considered to be less. obtrusive 
than the interview technique, since it was completed at the 
discretion of the respondent, and required no identification 
during collection or distribution. This factor was thought 
to reduce one source of error commonly associated with the 


survey technique. 
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G. The Survey Instrument 


The Seif-Administered Questionnaire: Development 

The self-administered questionnaire was designed to 
obtain information which related to the five objectives 
detailed in an earlier section of this Chapter. Initial 
discussions about the broad content of the survey were held 
with e thes planning staff of Alberta Provincial Parks, and 
draft questionnaires, incorporating conventional design 
principles (Babbie, 1973; Burton, pers. comm. 1979) were 
designed for each park. The draft questionnaires were 
reviewed by research and planning staff and revised 
accordingly, Pinay, “im accordance with the policy of “the 
Alberta Government, the questionnaires were submitted to the 
Ministry of sPubiiceAhfairseter approval” “to” distmibutes the 
questionnaire to members of the public. 

The final questionnaires were derived following an 
on-site pretest of the instrument at Dinosaur Provincial 
Park. The objective of the pre-test was to identify 
potential problems in the instrument, such as the wording of 
the questions or the layout of the questionnaire, which 
could be potentially confusing to the respondent. For the 
pre-test, the draft questionnaires for Dinosaur Park were 
distributed to approximately thirty campers, who completed 
their responses during their week-end visit. When the 
questionnaires were collected, comments were solicited from 


the respondents regarding any diufiaculities they had 
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encountered while completing the questionnaire. As a_ result 
of the pre-test findings, several modifications were made in 
the phrasing of instructions for various questions. The 
overall effect was to make the instructions clearer and more 
emphatic, so that visitors would be encouraged to respond to 
every item as they proceeded through the questionnaire. 
These changes were also adopted in the Writing-in-Stone Park 
questionnaire. | 

The final questionnaire was reproduced in a_ booklet 
format, colour-coded for each park. The sponsorship of the 
survey by the Alberta Recreation and Parks Department was 
clearly identified on the cover of the questionnaire and the 
broad purpose of the survey, as well as general instructions 
for its completion, were detailed on the first page. The 
booklet contained eight pages of questions, and provided 
additional space for visitors’ spontaneous comments. A copy 
of the questionnaire for each park is reproduced in Appendix 
A. The time for completion of the questionnaire was in the 


range of ten to twenty minutes. 


The Self-Administered Questionnaire: Content 

The questionnaires for Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone 
Parks were identical in general content and format. This 
situation was possible since the questionnaires for each 
park were derived on the basis of similar objectives and 
data needs. As a requirement of the research design, it was 


also necessary to develop procedures which would facilitate 
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comparisons between the two parks. Toward this end, the 
identical questionnaire formats allowed similar coding 
procedures, as well as standardized computer storage and 
data processing. 

Although the general content and format were comparable 
for both questionnaires, it was necessary to alter’ the 
wording of some items to reflect the specific features and 
development options associated with each park. 

The questionnaire was used to obtain the following 
types of information: (i) profile (socio-demographic) data; 
Ae VASitataom a characvemistics, (ii 1) = partictpation™ in 
interpretive activities; (iv) awareness/understanding of the 
management goals or purposes of the park; (v) the personal 
importance of selected park activities; (vi) preferences for 
selected management options; (vii) awareness/understanding 
of the purpose of the Preserve Areas; and, vail) 
perceptions of park features. 

Socio-demographic and visitation data were requested in 
order to develop profiles of the survey population for each 
park. Section Three, the final section of the questionnaire, 
requested information about the age, sex, location of 
residence, education and income levels of the respondent. 
These questions were inc luded at the end of the 
questionnaire in recognitionn of a possible hesitancy on the 
part of the respondents to revealing this type of personal 
information. It was hoped that respondents might be more 


comfortable comp leting this section after they had 
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recognized the uncontroversial nature of the preceding 
questions. 

Information about Visi ta tien characteristics was 
obtained in Sections One and Two of the questionnaire. 
Multiple-choice questions were employed to inquire about the 
following: the arrival time of the party (ie. weekend or 


weekday); the type of visit (day-use/camping); the type of 


destination (main destination/one of severa | 
destinations/stopover } ; visitation frequency Chaise 
visit/repeat VS cee and type of group 
(family/friend/organized/single). In addition, respondents 


were requested to indicate if they had participated in each 
of the interpretive services available for each park. This 
information was obtained in order that subgroups of _ the 
survey population could be defined on a number of selected 
dimensions. The perceptions and preferences of these 
definable groups could then be investigated and compared 
during the analysis phase of the study. 

An important objective of the survey was to examine the 
degree to which visitors’ perceptions and preferences were 
oriented toward a preservation or recreation view of each of 
the two parks. Three measures were incorporated into’ the 
questionnaire to provide an indication OF the 
preservation-recreation orientation On park Visitorss 
perceptions of the purpose of the park (Section Two, 
Question Four); the personal importance of selected park 


activities (Section Two, Question Six); and expressed 
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preferences for certain development options (Section Two, 
Questions Eight and Nine. In each case, a spectrum of items 
was presented, sampling some activities or practices which 
were concerned with preservation, and some which were 
considered to be more recreation-oriented. 

The items selected to represent the preservation end of 
the dimension reflected a concern with protection and an 
appreciation of park resources; eg., ‘learning about’ the 
history and culture of the area." Those items which were 
considered "recreational" were more evidently active or 
social in nature and less directed toward the specific 
resource attributes of Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone Parks; 
eg., “visiting people’, and "playing field sports." Also 
included in this grouping were items directed toward tourism 
and increased personal accessibility to significant park 
features. 

Each of the three questions related to this objective 
were designed with a multiple-choice response format. The 
question focusing on management objectives (Section Two, 
Question Four) required the respondent to identify’ the 
objectives which they considered to be most important for 
management of the park. In the case of Dinosaur Park, two 
responses were required; this was extended to three 
responses for Writing-on-Stone Park at the request of the 
planner responsible for the park, who was interested in 
obtaining a more detailed response regarding visitors’ views 


on this issue. Rank-ordering of the selected items was not 
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required of the respondents. 

The two questions dealing with park activities (Section 
Two, Question Six) and management preferences (Section Two, 
Questions Eight and Nine) were constructed using a 
Likert-type response scale. A three-point scale allowed 
visitors to indicate the relative degree of importance of 
each of the park activities, while a five-point scale was 
employed for the list of management preferences. The 
five-point scale provided a central referent, ‘Same as Now’, 
which encouraged respondents to consider the current 
management situation as a frame of reference for their 
responses. In order to discourage guessing and = random 
responses, an additional response option, "Don’t Know", was 
provided for each of the items. 

Certain questions were included in the questionnaire in 
erder "to vobteain additional™ imformation or interest “to 
planning and research staff of Alberta Provincial Parks. 
These consisted of questions on party age composition, 
source of information about the park, perceptions of 
specific park features, and views about the functions of the 
Preserve. These concerns were outside the scope of the 
present study, however, and are not included in the 
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H. Data Collection Procedures 

The survey questionnaire constituted the principle data 
collection instrument for the study. In this section, the 
procedures involved in administering the data collection are 
out lined. Inc luded in the discussion are 
administrative/staffing details, selection of the sample, 
distribution and collection of the questionnaires, as well 


as preparation and treatment of the data. 


Administrative Details 

Distribution of the self-administered questionnaire was 
conducted in Writing-on-Stone Park by the researcher. An 
assistant was hired through the Alberta Government’s summer 
student programme (STEP) to carry out the survey 
distribution in Dinosaur Park. This assistant was provided 
with a two day training programme at the start of the 
sampling period in order to familiarize her with the 
specific sampling details of the study as well as with the 
general principles of survey research. In addition, the 
researcher observed and standardized the assistant’s survey 
distribution techniques during these two days. Periodic 
checks were also conducted on a weekly or bi-weekly basis to 
ensure the consistency of these techniques, as well as 
comparability with the researcher’s own distribution 
procedures at Writing-on-Stone Park. A brief procedures 
manual was also developed, which provided a reference for 


each of the survey workers throughout the field period. 
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Details covered in the training programme and manua | 
included an introduction to be recited to visitors selected 
in the sample, a general approach to dealing with the 
public, and clerical duties associated with recording and 


storing the completed surveys. 


Survey Sampling 

ihe= population efors® the: sstudy <consisted of adult 
visitors to Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone Provincial Parks 
during the summer months of 1980. The objective of the 
survey sampling procedure was to select some units of this 
aggregate in a randomized manner, so that they could be 
considered representative of the persons visiting these two 
parks. The visitors who were potential units of this sample 
defined the sampling frame. These were parties who arrived 
at the park during July and August, 1980, when the _ field 
component of the survey was being conducted. The precise 
sampling period defining the sampling frame for Dinosaur 
Park was June 27, 1980 to September 1, 1980, while the 
precise sampling period for Writing-on-Stone Park was. July 
bremi0s0u toe August *9°24 7.19508 ihe duration of the: sampling 
period was slightly longer for Dinosaur Park. This was_ the 
result of an administrative concern, since the principal 
researcher was required at Dinosaur Park to initiate and 
terminate the survey distribution and collection procedures 
being conducted there by the assistant; debriefing of the 


assistant was also involved at the end of this period. 
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In order to select the sample from this frame, a 
multi-stage sampling technique was employed. The first phase 
involved the determination of a randomized time schedule in 
OFOEl EEOPENnSURGe that Visitors gale Ivingied tds Vane by of slimes 
had a similar probability of being selected. Visiting 
parties entering the park during these pre-selected periods 
received a questionnaire on the basis of one questionnaire 
per vehicle. In the second phase, one aduit member of _ the 
visiting party was selected by the party members as the 
potential unit who might complete the questionnaire. The 
individuals selected in this way constituted the sample for 
the study. 

Establishment of the randomized time schedule involved 
a two-stage selection procedure. For Dinosaur Park, two days 
per week were randomly selected as non-disiribution days to 
allow the required weekly time-off for the research 
assistant. In the second stage, survey distribution times 
were randomly selected for the remaining designated days. 
For this procedure, selection was made from a pre-determined 
array of specified time periods, which included morning, 
afternoon, and evening segments. Two segments were selected 
for each distribution day, and surveys were distributed 
during these specified time periods. 

In the case of Writing-on-Stone Park, certain days were 
again identified as non-distribution days, to allow the 
researcher to complete administrative tasks in Dinosaur 


Park. In the second selection stage, survey distribution 
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times were randomly selected in the same manner as for 
Dinosaur Park, so that visitors arriving at various times of 
the day would have a chance of being included in the sample. 

In both parks, the survey workers were located at 
entrance gate booths. Within each sampling period, 
questionnaires were distributed to all vehicle parties 
entering the park. One questionnaire was alloted to each 
vehicle with an introductory explanation, and a request that 
it be completed by any adult member of the party. During 
exceptionally high traffic periods at Dinosaur Park, it was 
occasionally necessary to alter the distribution procedure 
slightly by distributing questionnaires to every second 
vehicle in order to avoid traffic congestion at the park 
entrance. Questionnaires were not given to organized groups 
or to parties who indicated that they had completed a 
questionnaire on a previous visit: for Dinosaur Park, this 
was approximately five parties and for Writing-on-Stone 
Park, approximately twenty parties. 

Respondents completed the questionnaire at any time 
during their visit, and deposited it in a designated 


collection box as they left the park. 


I. The Survey Population 

The survey population consisted of those respondents 
who actually completed and returned the questionnaire., This 
aggregate constituted a proportion of those visitors who 


originally received the questionnaires upon entering the 
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park. The response rate is a comparison of these two 
figures, ie. number returned/number distributed x 100. 

In the case of Dinosaur Park, the sample consisted of 
the 1470 visitors who received the questionnaire, and the 
survey population consisted of those 809 respondents who 
completed and returned it. This resulted in a response rate 
of 55.0 percent. The response rate for Writing-on-Stone Park 
was somewhat higher than this figure: the sample consisted 
of 830 visitors, 587 of whom completed the questionnaire, 
resulting in a response rate of 70.7 percent. 

There was no predetermined number of responses’ which 
was identified as desirable in the pre-data collection 
phase. The objective of the data collection procedure was to 
obtain as many responses as possible during the specified 
time frame, given’ the COnNSstraints of the sampling 


procedures. 


J. Treatment of the Data 


Processing 

The completed questionnaires were collected from_ the 
designated survey box on a daily basis, and coded by the 
survey workers in preparation for computer’ storage in 
Edmonton. Coding of the responses was done in order to 
transcribe the non-numerical responses into numerical form 
for computer storage and analysis. This was accomplished in 


the designated coding columns on each page of the 
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questionnaire, according to a pre-coding format established 
in the survey preparation stage; coding guidelines were 
documented in a coding manual for use as ae reference. 
Editing of the questionnaires was done by the researcher. 
Las involved coding of amb 71guous responses, and 
SpOlsCneckKingeot coding accuracy: 

Processing of the coded data was conducted in the 
Research and Systems Branch of the Alberta Recreation and 
Parks Department, where the information was KkKey-punched = on 


to cards, and transcribed on to tape for storage. 


Analysis 

The conventional SPSS program (Nie et a/., 1975) was 
used as the computer format for analysis of the data. The 
types of analyses consisted of frequency distributions, 
percentages, two-factor cross tabulation summary tables, and 
correlations. 

These analyses provided descriptive information about 
the percentages of persons falling into particular response 
categories, as well as the relationships between selected 
dependent and independent variables. The Chi-Square (X?) 
test, appropriate for nominal and ordinal data, was employed 
in determining the statistical Significance OF 
Pelationshipss sine basis Of thise, Stabistical: test = 1s) the 
comparison of observed cell frequencies or proportions with 
expected cell frequencies when two variables are summarized 


in a cross-tabulation format. In the preparation of these 
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cross-tabulations, some of the variables were recoded in 
order to collapse the number of response categories, so that 
a more meaningful picture of the variable relationships 
could be examined. In certain instances, the Chi Square (X2) 
analyses were conducted on cross-tabulation tables using the 
original number of variable categories; these categories 
were then collapsed into meaningful groupings to facilitate 
presentation and discussion of results. In these cases, the 
number of degrees of freedom (df) reported in the text and 
tables refers to the analyses using the original number of 
crosstabulation cells [(n-1})x(n-1)], and may appear to be 
larger than appropriate when presented in conjunction with 
the collapsed variables in the results tables. 

The probability level of .05 was utilized to distinguish 
those relationships which were likely to reflect the true 
situation from those simply due to chance. The results’ of 


these analyses are presented in the following two chapters. 


7" => | 
es he = 7} wegn = oF ” 
Sue 


-— Lo ¢e8 Fry tg sreue y - ir : 


| a yF- 
)' od teu a6 a a Gluc 


‘iy ree Ser y tants oo 
ini »a « ~-) rat) ow 
iivengntl> me coliernaegig ©. 


im “ecm. 


—_ 
» ont ¢o aswhew wetaeg, - 


| ‘) noreueTe 
o6 Se 
ol OWE. wer 


IV. VIEWS ABOUT PRESERVATION AND RECREATION 


A. Introduction 

In the present chapter, findings related to the 
preservation and recreation orientations of Dinosaur and 
Writing-on-Stone Park visitors are presented. This 1s 
accomplished by examining the pattern of responses on the 
three indicators employed in the study: perceptions of the 
purpose of the park; activity preferences, and, management 
preferences. For each of these measures, the relative degree 
of support for preservation and recreation-related items is 
identified within = each park. This procedure allows 
examination of the data according to the requirements of two 
principal study objectives. One objective is to determine if 
a clear pattern emerges from. the cumulative evidence of 
these three indicators favouring either preservation or 
recreation planning goals for each of the two parks. The 
second objective is to compare the orientations of visitors 
to the two study parks in order to identify any similarities 
and differences. Two types of analyses are employed in the 
investigation of these two objectives: individual item 
analysis and composite variable analysis. 

An additional objective of the study is to examine the 
nature of the relationships between the indicator variables, 
and this is accomplished through a series of correlational 
analyses. These results are discussed at the end of the 


Chapter. 
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B. The Preservation-Recreat ion Dimension 

As indicated in the previous chapter, three measures 
were incorporated into the survey to provide an_ indication 
of the preservation-recreation orientation of park visitors: 
perceptions of the purpose of the park, the personal 
importance to the visitor of selected park activities, and 
expressed preferences for management programmes and 
development options. For each of these measures, a spectrum 
of items was presented, sampling some activities or 
programmes concerned with protection and appreciation of the 
park resources, and some programmes which were of an active 
or social recreation nature. Groupings have been developed 
for these items in order to provide a conceptual framework 
for discussion of the findings. The preservation-recreation 
groupings developed for the three measures are presented in 
Table cae with the items for both Dinosaur’ and 


Writing-on-Stone Parks combined in the same table. 


C. Preservat ion-Recreat ion Orientation: Dinosaur Provincial 
Park 

In this section, the discussion focuses on the findings 
related to visitors’ views about the preservation-recreation 
role of Dinosaur Provincial Park. The three measures used to 
investigate visitors’ orientations are discussed in turn, 
and an overview of the results is presented at the end of 
the section. The data are summarized graphically in Figure 
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Perceptions of the Park Purpose 

Respondents were requested to identify two objectives 
which they considered most important for management of 
Dinosaur Provincial Park. A majority of responses which were 
selected focused on objectives concerned with the 
preservation and protection of park resources (84%, n=1134). 
The three items selected most frequently as important park 
objectives were: "to preserve significant features, such as 
fossils" (43.4% of responses, n=584); “to protect an area of 
outstanding scenic beauty” (32.1%, n=432); and "to protect 
Olants “and@eanimals “that sare mative “te “Alberta | 8.87. 
n=118). The fourth-ranked objective, "learning about park 
resources" (574%, meee Ts concerned with visitor 
appreciation of park resources, and is also included in the 
"preservation" category. 

In contrast, the three "recreation" objectives were 
selected least often by respondents. Fewer visitors 
perceived the principal objective of park management to be 
the provision of camping facilities (4.4% of responses, 
n=59), providing outdoor recreation opportunities (3.9%, 


Hoo eaon auiractimndy tour iS tS io sneti=26i,. 


Importance of Park Activities: Activity Preferences 

Visitors were asked to indicate how important they 
considered certain activities in Dinosaur Park. Figure 4.1 
summarizes the comb ined percentages of visitors who 


indicatede that “a “particuldr® activity was either very 
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Mmpeortanl or stair ly impor tant, with the activities 
rank-ordered to reflect this percentage figure. A more 
detailed breakdown, indicating the percentage of respondents 
who reported that a particular activity was very important, 
Fairly important, or not very important, is presented in 
Teble 472: 

The majority of respondents felt that appreciation and 
protection of park resources were important types. of 
activities in Dinosaur Park. This pattern was evident in the 


high level of support for "preservation" items. Almost all 


of the respondents considered that ‘learning about’ the 
park's natural features" (97.7%, n=752), “learning about the 
history and culture of the area" (95.4%, n=741), and “making 


a personal effort to protect * park resources (94.57, n=/41) 
were very important or fairly important activities. 

In contrast, activities which were in the 
“recreational” category, characterized as social and active, 
were considered important by fewer respondents. Included in 
this grouping were: “camping” (64.2%, n=478); "picnicking" 
(Son425 'n=415)" “relaxing inethe shade (41744. %n=307) and 
"visiting people" (29.7%, n=218). Finally, there were few 
Visitorsietoevi,. n=96) who fell that “olaying field=sporis” 
was personally important in Dinosaur Park. 

Oneppitem tm the “activity listing, climbing Inthe 
badlands" was favoured by 81.0% of respondents (n=478). This 
ACLIVILY, 1 ts a transitional item ~ combining characteristics 


of the two activity groupings described above. Although 
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possessing features of an active recreational nature, it 
also has a component of interaction with the resource which 
is relatively specific to the environment of Dinosaur Park. 
such an interpretation may contribute to an explanation of 
the relative ranking of the activity between the more purely 
preservational and recreational items in the activity 


groupings. 


Management Preferences 

Visitors were also asked to consider a number of 
specific development and management suggestions, and to rate 
their importance. On the basis of visitors’ responses, three 
broad preference categories were evident, with four items 
receiving a high level of Support, four with moderate 
support, and two with a relatively low level of support. 
Figure 4.1 presents graphically the combined percentages of 
visitors who indicated that a particular management practice 
should receive a great deal of attention, or some attention 
from management staff. The resulting list of preferences is 
rank-ordered to reflect this percentage figure. A more 
detailed breakdown, indicating the percentage figures for 
all five response categories in this question is presented 
in Table 4.3. 

The majority of park visitors appeared to be 
preservation-oriented in their demands for management and 
development programmes. This is suggested by the high level 


of support for four of the five items in the “preservation’ 
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category. These included:: "showing visitors how they could 
avoid damaging the park resources" (87.6% of respondents, 
M=001), | providing more selt-cuided trails” (88.5%. m=ole), 
“providing guided tours to more areas of the park" (80.3%, 
n=588), and “telling people more about the purpose of the 
natural preserve" (79.9%, n=580). In contrast, however, the 
fifth “preservation” item, "removing camping from the park", 
was felt to be important by only 8.6% of the visitors 
(n=55). Thus, although the majority of visitors supported 
practices associated with resource protection and 
appreciation, they nevertheless did not consider removal of 
camping from the park to be an_ important management 
programme. 

A moderate level of support was evident for those 
management practices for which visitors’ opinions were more 
evenly divided. The four programmes receiving moderate 
levels of support are from the "recreational" category, and 
represent increased accessibility to park resources, and 
expanded suppor t faci litres. These items inc luded: 
"extending the road system to more areas of the park" 
(considered important by 50.4% of respondents, n=375); 
"allowing organized trail rides into the badlands" (44.2%, 
n=320); "allowing visitors to walk freely in the badlands as 
long as they registered with the park staff" (42.4%, n=313); 
and "providing more camping spaces in the park" (41.3%, 
n=o02)s Aefiifth? e’ recreational’. item, = providing § tan’ open 


field suitable for sports activities" was considered 
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important by a small number of respondents (11.8%, n=85). 


Dinosaur Provincial Park: Overview 

Ones sor the principal “ebgectives*orethe study was to 
determine the preservation-recreation orientation OF 
Visy Lose Loor Dinosaur Previneial Parke Evadénce for "this 
orientation was obtained by examining visitors’ responses on 
the three indicators discussed above. A similar pattern was 
evident for responses on all three measures, with visitors 
favouring those items which were most clearly suggestive of 
a preservation orientation. Thus, preservation objectives 
were most frequently identified as the main purpose of the 
park; and protection of resources and interpretation were 
considered as important activities by the majority of 
respondents. Similarly, a high level of support was evident 
for specific development and management options concerned 
with resource protection and expansion of interpretive 
Opper ttn tres: a" In scomtrastem.objectivesy=™ activities, and 
preferences which were in the "recreational" category, and 
oriented toward active/social opportunities, and access to 
resources, were considered important by fewer respondents 
across all three indicators. 

The cumulative evidence observed in this pattern of 
responses suggests that visitors’ views were highly 
preservation-oriented in relation to Dinosaur Provincial 
Park. The moderate and low levels of support for items of a 


"recreational" nature suggest that fewer visitors maintained 
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a) recreational orientation “with respect to this. park. 
Furthermore, the degree of consistency across all three 
measures, with relatively high levels of support for 
preservation-oriented items and lower support for those in 
the recreational category, provides some indication of the 
existence of a positive relationship among the three 
indicator variables: perceptions of park purpose, activity 
preferences, and management preferences. This relationship 
is investigated further in a subsequent section of this 


chapter. 


D. Preservation-Recreation Orientation: Writ ing-on-Stone 
Provincial Park 

in tnisesection:. “findings related [Oe VS 1 tors: 
orientation toward Writing-on-Stone Provincial Park as a 
preservation or recreation resource are presented. The 
results are discussed ina format similar to the previous 
presentation for Dinosaur Park. Each of the three measures 
Of indicators: “Of | Visitors  ~orrentations “1s presented an 


turn; these data are summarized graphically in Figure 4.2. 


Perceptions of the Park Purpose 

Respondents were requested to identify three objectives 
which they considered most important for management of 
Writing-on-Stone Park. A majority of responses (71.5%, 
n=1066) endorsed "preservation" objectives concerned with 


the preservation or protection of park resources. The three 
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items selected most often as important park objectives were: 
to “protect™an "area of outstanding scenic beauty (29227 tcf 
responses, n=436); "to preserve significant features such as 
ROG Art 820245 0=420) sande tomprotect plants and animals 
Enatl are snauive™ (Oem bertarme, Toate) © ina OUle However , 
visitors indicated a relatively low support for the fourth 
"preservation Objective. Unily 4.748 (n=70 ) @identi fied@sthe 
item "to provide a chance to learn about park resources" as 
an important park objective. 

Two objectives, oriented toward the provision of 
recreation opportunities, appeared to be of moderate 
importance since they were selected by fewer respondents. 
The item, "to provide camping facilities" was selected in 
11.3% of responses (n=168). Similar support was evident for 
the item "to provide outdoor recreation opportunities", 
which was selected in 10.3% of responses (n=153). Finally, a 
lower level of support was evident for the remaining 
objective, with only 2.4% of responses (n=35) indicating 


thal eattracting touristss=was= important: 


Importance of Park Activities: Activity Preferences 

Visitors were asked to indicate how important’ they 
personally considered certain activities in Writing-on-Stone 
Park. Figure 4.2 presents the combined percentage of 
visitors who indicated that a particular activity was either 
very important, or fairly important. The resulting liste tof 


activities is thus rank-ordered to reflect this percentage 
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Figure. A more detailed breakdown, indicating the percentage 
of respondents who reported that a particular activity was 
either very = important, fairly important, or not very 
important, is presented in Table 4.4. 

The responses suggested that activities oriented toward 
the protection and appreciation of park resources were 
somewhat more important to park visitors than activities of 
a recreational nature. This picture was evident on responses 
to the "preservation" items, which were considered important 
by a large number of park visitors. Almost all respondents 
(95.3%, m=504) considered that "making a personal effort to 


protect park resources" was important. A high percentage of 
visitors also placed a great deal of importance on "learning 
about the historical and cultural attractions of the area" 
(93.4%, n=508), as well as upon “learning about natural park 
features such as plants and animals" (85.2%, n=449). 

A large proportion of park visitors also appeared to 
consider activities in the "recreational" category to be 
important. This was suggested by the degree of support for 
the following items: "camping" (considered important by 
82.6% of respondents, n=442); "picnicking" (80.7%, n=434), 
and "relaxing in the shade" (70.6%, n=382). The remaining 
"recreational" items, “visiting with other people" (56.8%, 
n=302), and “playing field sports" (34.7%, m=182) were 
considered important by a smaller number of visitors. 


In addition, "walking" appeared to be the most popular 


activity, with almost all of the respondents (96.0%, n=525) 
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indicating its personal importance. A transitional item, 
with elements of recreation as well as direct interaction 
with the specific resources of Writing-on-Stone Park, was 
also ranked highly by visitors. This item, "climbing in’ the 
hoodoos" was considered important by 83.1% of respondents 


y= 4) aie 


Management Preferences 

Visitors were also asked to consider a number of 
specific development and management suggestions, and to rate 
their importance. On the basis of visitors’ responses, three 
broad preference categories were evident. There were three 
programmes which received a high level of support, four 
which had moderate support, and one which had a relatively 
low level of support. Figure 4.2 presents the combined 
percentage of visitors who indicated that a particular 
management practice should receive a great deal OT 
attention, or some attention from management staff. The 
resulting list of preferences is thus rank-ordered_ to 
reflect this percentage figure. A more detailed breakdown, 
indicating the percentage figures for all five response 
categories in this question is presented in Table 4.5. 

Management programmes in the "preservation" category 
received the highest level of support from park visitors. 
The programme, "showing visitors how they could avoid 
damaging the park resources" was considered important by 


87.6% of respondents (n=447), while 80.2% (n=413) felt that 
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management should place more importance on “telling visitors 


about the purpose of the preserve." Also included in 
utiss Grouping ‘was the item, “providing self-guided 
interpreinvertetnaits % which s/9se,erop sesponden ts (in=401) 
felt should merit the attention of management. However, one 
activity included in the preservation category received a 
Fairly low level of support. Only a quarter of the visitors 
(25.8%, m=129) felt that "removing the rodeo grounds from 


the park" was important. 


A moderate level of support was evident for those 


practices which were included in the “recreational 
grouping. These included: “allowing organized trail rides 
into the coulees" (considered important by 60tG.. mor 
respondents, n=309); “allowing people to visit the rock art 


on their own as long as they register with the park = staff" 
(48.5%, n=246); "providing more camping spaces in the park" 
(A6,4,9un=205) rand sprovading an open “field! ssuitable Stor 
Spontseactivities (40.22 7en=201)). 

It is evident from this pattern that a majority of 
visitors preferred "preservation" practices oriented toward 
protection and appreciation of park resources. Despite the 
emphasis on resource protection, however, most visitors did 
not appear to consider removal of the rodeo grounds to be 
important. Opinion was more evenly divided for those 
"recreational" programmes which represented freer access to 
more areas of the park, and expanded recreational 


opportunities. 
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Writing-on-Stone Provincial Park: Overview 

Three indicators were used to examine the degree to 
which visitors’ perceptions and preferences were indicative 
of a preservation or recreational orientation with respect 
to Writing-on-Stone Park. A similar pattern was evident for 
responses on all three measures, with visitors favouring 
those items which were mos t clearly supportive of 
preservation and resource appreciation. Management 
objectives and development preferences which were more 
oriented toward recreational use and increased access to 
park resources were considered impor tant by fewer 


respondents. Although "recreational activities ranked 
second in importance to "preservation" activities when 
aCe LVnLY preferences were considered, the responses 
indicated that certain active and social activities were 
important to a considerable proportion of park visitors. 
Overall, visitors to Writing-on-Stone Provincial Park 
appeared to be strongly oriented toward a preservation view 
of the park resources. The relative ranking of response 
items across the three measures indicates that fewer 
visitors have a "recreational" orientation with respect to 
Lhe spabhee This Dalterives|S= CONSiIsS tent “across all =three 
measures, again suggesting that the three variables, 
perceptions of the park purpose, activity preferences, and 
management preferences may be related in a positive manner. 


The “degree of support for activities of a “recreational” 


nature appears to be greater than for perceptions and 
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management preferences falling into this category, however. 
The degree of association among these variables is 
investigated in greater detail in a subsequent section of 


this chapter: 


E. Comparison of Findings for Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone 
Parks 

In the previous sections, visitors’ orientations toward 
Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone Provincial Parks have been 
described. The discussion provided an overview of the degree 
to which visitors viewed each park as a preservation or 
recreation resource. When examined in detail, certain 
similarities and differences appear in the response patterns 
for the two parks, and these provide the focus for’ the 
discussion in this section. The results of the statistical 
comparisons of these responses are presented in Tables 4.6 
and 4.7. 

The most evident similarity is the relative importance 
of preservation and recreation functions for the two parks. 
In both cases, the majority of visitors favoured management 
objectives, programmes, and park activities which were in 
the "preservation" category, reflecting concern with 
resource protection and appreciation of resources through 
interpretation. In contrast to the relative support for the 
preservation role of the two parks, visitors to both parks 
appeared to consider the provision OF recreation 


opportunities to be of secondary importance. Thus, a smaller 
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percentage of respondents selected recreation objectives, or 
considered recreational activities and programmes to be 
important. 

Although this overall pattern is evident when responses 
for Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone Parks are compared, some 
differences appear in the relative strengths of visitors’ 
preservation and recreation orientations for the two parks. 
The proportions of respondents who considered "preservation" 
objectives, activities, and management programmes. to be 
important are fairly comparable for the two parks. When the 
"preservation" category is examined for each of the three 
measures, significant differences between parks are found on 
only five of the thirteen items, and no consistent pattern 
appears to differentiate the preservation orientations of 
Vis LORS to the two parks. In the case of park 
purpose/management objectives, a mixed picture was evident, 
with Dinosaur Park visitors showing greater concern for 
preservation of the significant park features (fossils), 
UXe=70 720 (olpa ibe P<.01), and a greater proportion of 
Writing-on-Stone Park respondents endorsing the objective of 
protecting plants and animals native to Alberta (X2=21.69, 
df=, Ps-01 |. When specific aetivities "were compared, the 
analysis indicated that a greater proportion of Dinosaur 
Park respondents considered the two learning activities to 
be important. The final item on which a_ significant 
difference appeared between the two parks was related to the 


removal of existing park developments (ie., camping in 
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Dinosaur Park, and the rodeo grounds in Writing-on-Stone 
Park). There was stronger support for this proposal from 
Writling-On-stone rark respomdentsmix-=2120200" 2dt , "p=. 010s 
Im contrast to this picture, ten of the twelve items in 
the ‘recreational" category were shown to have significant 
differences when responses of Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone 
Park visitors were compared. Furthermore, a consistent 
pattern appears to be evident across all three measures, 
with “recreational” items receiving more support’ from 
Writing-on-Stone Park respondents. As indicated in Table 
4,7, the percentage of responses associated with camping and 
outdoor recreation objectives were significantly higher for 
Writing-on-Stone Park when compared to responses of Dinosaur 
Park visitors. A similar pattern is evident when the 
importance of park activities is considered. The proportions 
Gf seDinosaur. "Park vVi1sitors who consider recreational 
activities to be important range between 13.1% for "playing 
fileldespor ts ito 64.24 for camping. For Wrivtingson-stone 
Park, these proportions are higher, ranging from 34.7% for 
Pmieidwespor ise lo 62a for “eryenialehs Significant 
differences were found for each recreational activity when 
data were compared statistically for the two =parks. 
Consequently, a higher proportion of Writing-on-Stone Park 
visitors indicated that these recreational activities were 
important, while a greater percentage of Dinosaur Park 


visitors considered them not to be important. 
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A similar pattern also occurs when preferences’ for 
management practices are compared. The proportions of 
Writing-on-Stone Park visitors who considered recreation 
programmes to be important range from 40.2% to 60.6%, 
whereas the proportions for Dinosaur Park visitors are 
somewhat lower, varying from 11.8% to 50.4%. Significant 
differences were found for three of the four recreation 
items, confirming that a greater propor tion of 


Writing-on-Stone Park visitors considered them to be of 


managerial importance. The remaining item, “demand for 
additional camping facilities", was comparable for both 
parks. 


These findings suggest that visitor orientation toward 
preservation is fairly comparable for both Dinosaur and 
Writing-on-Stone Parks. However, for all three measures 
considered, visitors to Writing-on-Stone Park appear to 
place more importance on the role of recreation in the park, 
thahedervi's ntorselo. Dinosaur rank. 

An additional point of interest is the consistency in 
relative ranking of specific activity and management 
preference items when data for the two parks are compared. 
The rank-ordering of recreational activities is identical, 
descending in order of importance from "camping" to “playing 
faeldm@ Sporisy. eoimi larly; thesrank-ordering of erecreationad 
management practices is also consistent for the two parks, 
descending in relative importance from the item “allowing 


erdanized trail rides” to “providing more sports fields, 
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This consistency may reflect the similarity in perceptions 
and preterences which =visttorss hold about two fairly 
comparable parks within the Alberta Provincial Park system. 
On the other hand, this pattern may represent an over-riding 
consistency in rank-ordering which visitors may apply to all 
park environments. Clarification of this issue is beyond the 
scope of this study, however, since the research was limited 
to the investigation of the two specific parks, and did not 
extend to other types of parks within the system. 

Further investigations regarding the orientations of 
Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone Park visitors will be 
undertaken in a later section of this chapter, and in 
Chapter Five, in an attempt to understand the _ factors 
contributing to the variations reported above. 

As a basis for these analyses, composite variables 
aggregating individual questionnaire items, were developed; 


this technique is outlined in the following section. 


F. Development of Composite Variables 

In order to further refine this picture of visitors’ 
preservation and recreation orientations, a series of 
composite variables or factors was developed, and employed 
in subsequent analyses. This involved a three-stage process: 
in the first stage, items were grouped according to the 
Galegoniesemout lined in Mable ss4i2eslhis resultedyin six 


factors: 
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1. Preservation objectives; 
208 Preservation activities) 
Preservation management preferences; 
4. Recreation objectives; 
5. Recreation activities; and 
6. Recreation management preferences. 

In the second stage, the respondents’ responses on each 
of the items in the category were treated additively, so 
that every respondent had a total "score" on each of _ the 
factors. Respondents were then = rank-ordered according to 
their scores, and grouped into two categories on the basis 


of this total score, so that those expressing "High" and 


" uw 


Low’ support, or strong and weak orientation with respect 
to each factor, could be identified. 

In the first set of analyses employing these composite 
variables scores, the proportions of Dinosaur and 
Writing-on-Stone Park visitors who consistently expressed 
strong support for preservation or recreation factors, were 


compared, in order to substantiate the findings reported in 


the previous section. 


G. Composite Variables: Comparison of Findings for Dinosaur 
and Writing-on-Stone Parks 

In order to further refine the comparisons of visitors’ 

orientations toward the resources of Dinosaur and 

Writing-on-Stone Provincial Parks, composite variables were 


compared across parks. This approach complements the 
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individual item analysis presented in previous sections, by 
identifying groups of respondents who expressed strong 
preservation or recreation orientations in each park, and 
comparing the proportions across parks. This technique also 
forms the basis for the analysis in Chapter Five, which 
attempts to define those visitor and visit characteristics 
which are associated with varying degrees of support for 
preservation and recreation factors. 

Inesthis analysis, the proportions of visitors who 
expressed a strong, or weak, support for each of the 
composite preservation and recreation factors were compared 
in a cross-tabulation format across parks. Comparisons were 
possible, “however; “for” only four of thes six indicator 
variables. No comparisons were possible with this technique 
for the preservation and recreation park objectives factor, 
as a result of critical differences in the data-collection 
methodology for the two parks on the specific “park purpose" 
question (Section Two, Question Four). For Dinosaur’ Park, 
respondents were requested to select two items from an array 
of seven items, while Writing-on-Stone Park respondents were 
requested to select three items from an identical array. 
Since the composite variables were developed in an additive 
manner, the two and three item composite groupings could not 
be compared across parks due to the probability of choice 
differences arising from the initial measurement. 

When the proportions of respondents expressing high and 


low support for preservation activities were compared, a 
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significant difference was found between Dinosaur and 
Writing-on-Stone Parks (see Table 4.8). A higher proportion 
of Dinosaur Park visitors (85.3%) was strongly 
preservation-oriented, compared to heey of the 
Writing-on-Stone Park respondents. No significant difference 
was evident, however, in the proportions of respondents 
expressing strong support for developments and programmes of 
a preservation nature. 

When the recreation indicator variables were examined, 
a greater proportion of Writing-on-Stone Park respondents 
was found to be strong supporters, when compared to Dinosaur 
Park respondents, reinforcing the pattern reported in 
Section IV (E). Thus, 38.5% of Writing-on-Stone respondents 
expressed a high level of support for recreation activities, 
compared to 18.6% of Dinosaur Park visitors. Similarly, more 
Writing-on-Stone Park respondents (51.8%) expressed strong 
support for recreational developments and programmes, 
compared to 42.4% of the Dinosaur Park respondents. 

Overall, these findings add further’ support to the 
conclusions about ditferences in orientation between 
visitors to Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone Parks, which were 
outlined in Section IV(E). As reported previously, a greater 
Dropontione of Writing on stoncmerark Visitors expressedia 
recreational orientation when compared to Dinosaur Park 
visitors. In contrast, a greater proportion of Dinosaur Park 
visitors were suppor tive of preservation-oriented 


activities, as indicated on two of the three individual 
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activity items, and reflected in the overall degree of 


support on the composite "preservation activity" variable. 


H. Degree of Association Among Indicator Variable Pairs 

One objective of the study was to examine the degree to 
which the three indicator variables - objectives, activity 
preferences and preferences for management programmes were 
associated with each other. This investigation was intended 
to provide a picture of the degree to which Knowledge of a 
visitor’s response on one indicator variable would allow the 
prediction of the visitor’s response on another indicator 
variable employed in this study. This approach attempts to 
address two issues arising out of previous outdoor 
recreation research, concerning ther SUSE eso =acliva ly 
preferences both as an indicator of perception of place 
(eg., Lee, 1972), and as a predictor of demand for 
facilities and programmes (eg., Jackson, 1980). 

In order to examine these issues, the 
interrelationships of activity preferences with the two 
remaining factors, perceptions of park purpose/objectives, 
and preferences for management programmes, were determined. 
The analysis was also extended to examine the relationship 
of the third variable pair, perception of park purpose and 
development preferences. The degree of association between 
the variable pairs was assessed by the statistical measure, 
Spearman’ s correlational coefficient, which is a 


non-parametric correlational technique comparing a person’s 
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ranking on one variable with his or her rank-ordering on a 
second varidble: Specifically, in this analysis, the ranking 
of the respondents’ composite or additive scores on each 
variable was compared in a series of correlational analyses. 
Data for each park were analyzed separately using this 
technique. A Summary oi the Spearman correlation 
coefficients for the twelve comparisons (six per park) is 
presented in Table 4.9. 

When relationships among the variable pairs were 
examined, it was evident that most of the correlations were 
in the moderate to low range. The strongest degree of 
association occurred when activity preference scores were 
related to the respondents’ views on park development = and 
management programmes. For the variable pair, recreation 
activities and development preferences, the correlation 
coefficients were nehiks: and 404 for Dinosaur’ and 
Writing-on-Stone parks respectively. For the preservation 
factors, activity preferences and development preferences 
were somewhat lower (.256 for Dinosaur Park and .171_ for 
Writing-on-Stone Park). 

A similar pattern was evident when the relationship of 
activity preferences to perceptions of the park purpose was 
investigated. The degree of association was somewhat higher 
when recreational activity preferences and recreational park 
objectives were paired, as compared to preservation 
activities and objectives (Spearman’s r of .242 and .307 for 


a 


recreation variables, as compared to .119 and .244 for 
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preservation variables). 

Although the degree of association between the third 
variable pair, perceptions of park purpose and development 
preferences was relatively weak, overall, the recreational 
factors appeared once again to be more strongly related than 
the preservation perception and development factors 
(Spearman’s r of .123 and .237 for recreation factors, 
compared to 104 and .066 for preservation factors). 

A review of these data suggest that there is a moderate 
degree Of consistency between the stated activity 
preferences of park visitors and their stated preferences 
for future park developments and programmes, as well as 
their perceptions of the park objectives. This pattern was 
strongest for recreational factors, and somewhat less 


consistent when preservation factors were examined. 


I. Summary and Conclusions 

The first objective of this study was to examine the 
preservation and recreation orientations of visitors to 
Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone Parks. Such an analysis was 
intended to provide user-based information useful for 
planning decisions regarding the two parks, where protection 
of unique resources and the provision of regional recreation 
opportunities were two major considerations. This was 
accomplished by examining the pattern of visitors’ responses 
on three indicator variables: perceptions of the purpose of 


the park, activity preferences, and management preferences. 
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This approach also allowed comparisons between’ the two 
parks, and formed the basis for further analyses (reported 
in Chapter Five) investigating socio-demographic and visit 
factors associated with variations in preservation and 
recreation orientation. 

The results of the analyses indicated that, overall, 
the majority of Visitors tO both Dinosaur and 
Writing-on-Stone Parks favoured management objectives, park 
activities and programmes which were of a preservation 
nature. Recreation objectives and opportunities appeared to 
be of secondary importance for visitors’ to both parks. 
However, differences were evident in the strength of these 
orientations when comparisons were made between the two 
parks, both on individual item analysis, and for composite 
variables comprised of these individual items. More Dinosaur 
Park visitors expressed strong preferences for activities of 
a preservation nature, whereas a greater proportion (though 
hovea Majority) ‘Of eWrRiting=on-Stone Park visitors favoured 
activities and development programmes which were in the 
recreational category. 

Such findings would have planning implications for the 
two parks, since they provide an indication of the degree of 
support which preservation-related policies and programmes 
might receive from the user clientele, and suggest that 
different planning considerations are required for the two 
parks. In addition, the cumulative evidence from the three 


indicator variables supports the contention of Cheek and 
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Field (1977), and McCool (1978) that recreation places are 
defined not only by their resource base and facilities, but 
the meanings which are attributed to them by the user 
cinenteler= In the “caseo “of = Wei ting-on-Stone Park, in 
DaPticular, Sa “significant “proportion of the park visitors 
perceive therpark tobe a locations “form actives and Seca! 
recreational activities in addition’ "to Gar site “wren 
preservation values of an historical and educational nature. 

A further objective of the study was to investigate the 
nature of relationships among the indicator variables. In 
several previous studies, recreation behaviours and activity 
preferences were found to be related to demand for 
facilities and programmes (Jackson, 1980; Lucas, 1964; 
Oliver, 1974; Wong, 1979), and there appeared to be a 
reciprocal relationship between activity preferences and 
perceptions of resource attributes (Bryan and Jansson, 1973; 
Lucas, 1964). When associations between perceptions and 
management preferences were examined, evidence bon a 
consistent relationship did not appear in the _ studies 
reviewed (Echelberger et a]., 1974; Hendee ef al., 1968; 
West, 1981). 

In the present study, a measure On degree Gn 
association (Spearman's r correlation coefficient) was 
applied to investigate the relationships between these 
Varlables pairs. Inis eapproach providing =a — more Edirect 
measure of association than previous studies had, since it 


assessed the consistency of an individual’s responses on 
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each variable in the pair, rather than determining group 
aggregate response trends. 

Correlations between the six variable pairs examined by 
this method were in the moderate to low range. The strongest 
degree of association occurred for the activity preference 
and development preference variables, and a slightly weaker 
association was evident for the activity preference and 
perception variable pairs. Correlations were low for’ the 
Variables, perception of park purpose and development 
preferences. Overall, the degree of association between 
pairs of indicator variables was strongest when recreational 
factors were considered, and somewhat weaker for 
preservation factors. 

This pattern of differential degree of association 
between the variable pairs related closely to previous 
research findings, where the evidence was strongest for’ the 
relationship of recreation activities to expressed 
preferences for deve lopment, and weakest LOR the 
relationship of perceptions to management preferences. These 
results lend support to the view that stated activity 
preferences serve as a reasonable indicator of recreational 
demand, especially where activities are of a recreational 
and social nature. However, given the moderate degree of 
association between activity and management preference 
responses, both measures would appear necessary to provide 
users with opportunities to express both actual and _ latent 


demand for recreation experiences and facilities. 
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The weaker relationship of perceptions to activity 
preference raises some questions regarding the use of 
expressed or observed activity preferences as indicators of 
perception ot place. This finding 1s similar to the. pattern 
reported bye sadler “(1970)) whos found “thatewisiters tora 
national park perceived the preservation nature of the park, 
but that their recreation behaviours were inconsistent with 
this view. The low correlation between perceptions of park 
objectives and preferences for management in this study is 
similar to the pattern evident in the studies of Echelberger 
et al. (1974) and West (1981). This picture suggests that, 
although a Knowledge of users’ perceptions may provide some 
valuable information in understanding the nature of 
recreationists’ behaviour, this Knowledge would appear’. to 
have little value as a predictive measure of demand for 
management programmes and development options. 

Objectives one, two, and five have been addressed in 
this Chapter, and park visitor orientations with respect to 
two study parks have been identified. In order to understand 
the nature of these orientations, investigations of related 
factors are required; this is undertaken in the following 
chapter (Chapter Five), where findings focusing on_ the 
relationship of socio-demographic and visit characteristics 


to park orientations are presented. 
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V. FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH PRESERVATION AND RECREATION 
ORIENTATIONS 


Kee ln erOduc ton 

In the previous chapter, response patterns on three 
indicators were examined and compared in an attempt to 
determine the preservation and recreation orientations of 
visitors to Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone Provincial Parks. 
Although visitor orientation toward preservation of park 
resources was consistently dominant for the two parks, 
visitors to Writing-on-Stone Park appeared to give greater 
Support to recreation as a secondary function of the park 
than did Dinosaur Park visitors. Furthermore, a greater 
proportion of Dinosaur Park respondents expressed a 
preservation orientation in their preferred activities, 
compared” to” Writtng-on-Stone Park visitors. Im contrast; a 
greater proportion of Writing-on-Stone Park VistTtors 
expressed a recreation orientation in their perceptions, 
activity preferences, and preferences Tor management 
programmes. 

Previous research has suggested that such variations in 
orientation toward outdoor recreation environments may be 
associated with differences in definable characteristics of 
the users, such as socio-demographic and trip characteristic 
factors. Further analyses were, therefore, undertaken in 
order to determine which factors might be related to the 


differences in orientation shown by park visitors in this 
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study. 

The first stage of this process was to compare the 
S0clO-cemographic and visitationsprotiles of the wisi tors to 
Ene two parks Ineathis way, .ftactors could be identified» on 
which the two survey populations varied. In the final stage, 
each of these factors was then further investigated to 
determine if it contributed to the overall park differences 
in orientation outlined in Chapter Four. The results of 


these analyses are presented in the following sections. 


B. Comparison of Visitor Characteristics: Dinosaur and 
Writing-on-Stone Provincial Parks 

Profiles of the survey populations for the two parks 
were derived from responses to a number of questions 
concerned with soc 1io0-demogr aphic and visitation 
characteristics. These questions were included in Section 
Three, and Sections One and Two of the questionnaire, 
respectively. In this “section; thescharacteristics of =the 
survey populations for Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone Parks 
are compared, summarizing the results of cross-tabulation 
analyses on each of _ the nine socio-demographic and 
visitation variables. Such an analysis represents an initial 
step in understanding some of the similarities and 
differences in visitors’ preservation and recreation views, 
which emerged in the previous Chapter. 

The results pertaining to the socio-demographic 


variables are presented initially. When Dinosaur Park and 
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Writing-on-Stone Park respondents were compared, significant 
differences were found on four of the five variables on the 
basis of the Chi-Square (X2) statistic. These were: age, 
education, income, and location of residence. There were no 
significant differences when the proportions of male and 
Female respondents were compared for the two parks. These 
socio-demographic data are presented in Table 5.1., and 
descriptive summaries of these findings are provided in the 
following discussion. 

Age (X2=16.76, 2df, p.s.001): Respondents provided 
their exact age in years, and were classified into one _ of 
three age groupings for the purpose of analysis: respondents 
aged twenty-nine years and under, those between thirty and 
forty-nine years of age, and those aged fifty years and 
over. The proportions of respondents in each of these age 
categories was then compared for the two parks. It was 
determined that a higher proportion of Writing-on-Stone Park 
visitors were in the younger age category, below 30 years 
(33.4% as compared to 24.4% for Dinosaur Park), whereas a 
highers proportion. of ~Dinosaur™ “Park: “Vvisitorsawere in the 
middle (30-49 years) age category (52.0% compared to 41.6% 
for Writing-on-Stone Park). The proportions of respondents 
who were 50 years of age and over were comparable for both 
parks. 

Education (X2=8.06, 3df, p.<.05): Respondents were 
requested to indicate the highest level of education that 


they had completed. For the purpose of this analysis, the 
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original category groupings were combined nto three 
educational categories: high school completion and less: 
university, college or technical school attendance: and, 
trade schoo ] LEatninee A higher proportion of 
Writing-on-Stone Park visitors reported an educational level 
of high school or less (42.5%), compared to the proportion 
of Dinosaur Park respondents (35.9%). In contrast, a greater 
proportion of Dinosaur Park visitors had been involved in 
post-secondary schooling at a university, college or 
technical school (57.7%) as compared with Writing-on-Stone 
Barheevist toms (49.8%). 

Income (X2=18.51, 4df, p.s.001): Respondents were 
requested to report their total household yearly income by 
indicating one of several broad income categories. These 
categories were reduced to three income groupings for’ the 
analysis: low income (under $20,000 per year); middle income 
($20-001 to °$35-000); and, high income (over —$35,001)— A 
higher proportion of Writing-on-Stone Park visitors earned 
less than $20,000 per year (37.1%) as compared to the 
DROpOmUICNenOt aD 1mMOSdURy BPdnhe Vis) TONS: thee tint Saeed tegory. 
(26.7%). The proportions of respondents from each park who 
reported earnings in the mid-income category ($20,001 to 
$35,000) were quite comparable (45.7% and 42.8% for Dinosaur 
and WirhGingd-on-o Lone Parks, respectively). A greater 
percentage of Dinosaur Park respondents was in the higher 
income category, however, with 27.6%, “earnings $35,001 or 


more, compared to 20.1% of the Writing-on-Stone Park 
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respondents. 

Location Or Residences =(A7=213265,) 2df, prs. 00) 
Respondents were requested to report their location of 
pestdence "by indicating the city, town, province, or ’state 
in which they lived. Rural residents were asked to indicate 
the closest town or city. Respondents were divided into 
three groupings on the basis of their location of residence 
in relation to the park they were visiting. Respondents 
living within a 100 mile radius of either Dinosaur’ or 
Writing-on-Stone Provincial Parks were included in the first 
category. (In the case of-Writing-on-=Stone Park,) which 7s 
close to the Canada-United States border, United States 
residents living within the 100 mile radius were also 
inc luded al this category.) The second category was 
comprised of Alberta residents living beyond the one hundred 
mile radius for each park. The final category consisted of 
Visitors from outside the province of Alberta, including 
residents of other Canadian provinces, the United States, 
and overseas countries. 

Contrasting pictures were found when location of 
residence was compared for the two parks. Writing-on-Stone 
Park visitors were more likely to be local residents living 
within 100 miles of the park (42.4%, as compared to 11.3% of 
the Dinosaur Park respondents), whereas a greater proportion 
of Dinosaur Park respondents were from outside the Province 
of Alberta (A 7S. compared tomethe “proportion fof 


out-of-province visitors to Writing-on-Stone Park (17.5%). 
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These findings may reflect to some extent the proximity of 
Dinosaur Park to the Trans-Canada highway, a major 
transportation route for out-of-province travellers, as well 
as the increased publicity which the park received as a 
World Heritage Site during the data collection phase of the 
study (summer, 1980). Finally, the proportions of Alberta 
residents living more than i100 miles from the park were 
comparable for both Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone Parks 
(40.9% and 40.2% respectively). 

In addition to the socio-demographic variables, the 
respondents from the two parks were compared on_ four 
visitation ‘factors, in order to tdentify “some of ~ the 
characteristics associated with their park visit. These 
findings are presented in Table 5.2, and summarized in the 
following discussion. 

Type of Group (X2=45.12, df=4, p.<.001): Respondents 
were categorized on the basis of the social group context 
for their park visit. In response to the question ‘Which of 
the following best describes your group?", they were 
requested to select the most appropriate category from among 
a range of options. These groups were classified as family, 
friends, organized group, and single respondents. For the 
purpose of the discussion, friends and organized group 
members were included in the same category although they 
were treated as separate groups in the analysis stage. 
Family groups predominated for both Dinosaur and 


Writing-on-Stone Parks, but the proportion of family groups 
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was higher for Dinosaur Park (80.6%), compared to the 
pnoper trormme hor eWriting-on=Sstonesrark (69.97) lnscontrast= 
the proportion of respondents who reported that they were 
with friends or an organized group was greater for 
Writing-on-Stone Park (22.3%), compared to 11202 9 for 
Dinosaur Park respondents. The proportion of respondents in 
the single person category was comparable for the two parks 
(2a7e anedee sec... for Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone Parks, 
respectively). 

Type of Visit (X2=8.17, df=2, p.<.05): Respondents were 
identified as either day-users or campers on the basis of 
their response to the question "how long do you intend to 
stay in the park?" Campers responded by indicating the 
number of nights that they would be staying, while day 
visitors reported the number of hours in their daily visit. 
Although the numbers of day visitors predominated among the 
respondents for both Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone Parks, 
the proportion of day-users was higher for Writing-on-Stone 
Park (66.0%) compared to the proportion for Dinosaur’ Park 
(59.8%). In contrast, the proportion of campers was higher 
for Dinosaur Park (38.6%) compared to the proportion’ for 
Writing-on-Stone Park (31.6%). 

Visit Frequency (X2=105.63, df=1, p.s.001): Respondents 
were divided into two categories on the basis of their visit 
frequency with respect to to the specific park in which they 
were contacted. They were requested to indicate if they were 


visiting the park for the first time by reporting Yes or 
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“No", and were categorized as first-time or repeat visitors 
on the basis of their responses. When responses were 
compared for the two parks, it was found that a greater 
proportion of Dinosaur Park respondents were visiting the 
Sas AOE s Lmao. CMR E Nis GCMs peor onan. Blelaliny abbey, Mees: 
Writing-on-Stone Park respondents were in this category. In 
contrast, only 21.5% of Dinosaur Park respondents were 
repeat Visitors to tne ipank, )Gcompared= tom 46037 cof 
Writing-on-Stone Park respondents. 

Type of Dest ination ks l082515. df =2teep es. COs 
Respondents were requested to identify if the park in which 
they were contacted was their main destination, one of 
several destinations, or a stop-over on the way to another 
area. A higher propor tion Of | “Wratrngzon=Stonesrrark 
respondents considered the park to be their main destination 
(59 Le | in comparison with 31.4% of Dinosaur Park 
respondents. In contrast, a greater proportion of Dinosaur 
Park respondents reported that the park was one of many 
destinations (40.3%) or a stopover on the way to another 
area C2 Sere ale compared wey CE a clale| ere ieA | eh 
Writing-on-Stone Park respondents, respectively. 

In the course of this analysis, significant differences 
were found between Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone Park 
respondents for eight of the nine variables assessed. 
Overall, the Dinosaur Park respondents were more likely to 
be in the mid-age category, and to have a post-secondary 


education and higher incomes. A greater percentage of 
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Dinosaur Park visitors were from out of the province when 
compared to the proportion for Writing-on-Stone Park. Most 
respondents were likely to be visiting the park as members 
of a family group. Most respondents reported that this was 
En@l@eripsievisttsto Dinosaunsreark, -andeconsidernedattston be 
one of many destinations or a stopover. More day-users than 
campers were included in the survey population, but the 
proportion of campers was higher than for Writing-on-Stone 
Parks 

The Writing-on-Stone Park respondents appeared to be 
proportionately younger, with a greater percentage falling 
in the lower education and income levels than Dinosaur Park 
respondents. Although family groups predominated, more of 
the Writing-on-Stone respondents visited the park as members 
Ofea Groupsoh, friends. inpaddition,a greatem proportion, .of 
these visitors were local residents, living within i100 miles 
of the park. Writing-on-Stone respondents were fairly evenly 
divided between first-time and repeat visitors, although 
there was a greater proportion of repeat visitors compared 
tous the wmpropertien Visiting Dinosaur ~Parkigeihesgreatest 
percentage considered the park to be their main destination, 
and more day users than campers were included in the survey 


population. 
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C. The Relationship of Soc i0-Demographic Factors to 
Preservat ion-Recreation Orientation 

In the previous section, differences were found on four 
socio-demographic characteristics when visitors to Dinosaur 
and Writing-on-Stone Provincial Parks were compared. Each of 
these factors is examined in this section to determine if it 
is related to variations in orientation toward park 
resources. For the purpose of this investigation, the 
variable groupings developed in Chapter Four are employed; 
the composite variables for each of the three indicators of 
preservation-recreation orientation, therefore, constitute 
the dependent variables, while the socio-demographic factors 
(age, education, income, and location of residence) are 
treated as independent variables in this analysis. The data 
for the two parks are combined in order to obtain a clearer 
picture of the relationships between the two sets of 
variables. Each of these socio-demographic' factors is 
investigated to see if variations in these variables are 
related to identifiable differences in preservation or 
recreation orientation for the three indicator variables. 
Results of the analyses are summarized in Tables 5.3 to 5.6. 

Of the four socio-demographic factors, the variable 
"location of residence" appeared to be most consistently 
related to variations in orientation toward park resources. 
Results of the six cross-tabulation analyses are presented 
in Table 5.3. Visitors who lived in closest proximity to the 


park (within 100 miles) were more likely to indicate a 
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recreation orientation in questionnaire responses than 
respondents*sliving invother locations. Thus, 36:2%,-0F Jocal 
respondents selected recreational options for management of 
the park, compared to 18.6% of non-local Alberta residents 
and 14.2% of out-of-province residents. A greater proportion 
of local residents (48.4%) indicated that recreational 
activities were important, compared to 25.3% and 12.5% in 
the other two categories, respectively. A similar pattern 
was shown for development and programme preferences, in 
which 63597 of local residents selected items of a 
recreational nature, as compared to 45.7% of the non-local 
Alberta residents and 33.4% of ethe iout-ofconevinee 
respondents. 

In contrast, a greater percentage of visitors whose 
location of residence was further from the park (beyond 100 
miles) indicated a high level of support for preservation 
objectives and activities of a preservation nature. Thus, 
81.4% of non-local Albertans and 85.8% of out-of-province 
residents selected preservation objectives as the purpose of 
the park, as compared to 63.8% of those living within 100 
miles of the parks. Similarly; 66:14 of non-local Albertans, 
and 82.4% On out-of -province residents considered 
preservation activities to be important, as compared _ to 
73.6% of the local Albertans living within 100 miles of each 
park. 

This pattern replicates that shown by McCool (1976, 
1978) and Schinkel (1980) in their comparisons of the 


Se ~~ 


a 


ri 


ee ee malisinasye “Sm 
jasof *a JU.80 Sent odorless weertdigy eh Eervtw tT 


ie: 
ie insranenee s? Guerin | enn! indeney UE) 00! ge at ee IIa! 


> 


A 
~ errveal® (ebdf-nce to $6 ,0P Gi. Betaquae)) SEES 


an)! £h 


art sshaerny A .9tHe os oth wanes: tuo to £0.07 baw” 


— ~~ basi ~ Geet ws > @&) efrebiass: Teoel to 
' , woe «2. St »* are , asa) 63 tae saistviloe 
ioi4eq sal be a Gut '>eQee1 ia (getso Ow yelic “ay 
~—=re4eateoru meee 4 4 [nig ren 2) nawovtle eae 
math 1 <1.) an > oe _\ 4) S669 dale 
. Cr &4 sete ewien {angiiaetes® 7 
feu rThy. in uae - ee —@inenlas alradti” 
eye 
3 - 2enrerey (te, CEO ries A PEIp , & featines a 
1 never) pep @the@ev® satel see epriemi ee 10 ee 
rae? Ba dust 19 Yi oF Nace isi} @ Gajaeol tel ined. tg 
saute eollaetsoc oe \o @etlivtios bra eavi} | 


spi vera RO 340 4eAREE bra ennwedh dasot-ton,” Seid 
ta wacdiug 29). Ge SEVIS {EL p) 10. Ney oOATl ei pales ert x 
0G: aithin peyil eg, to ’ 0! DOVES, as ane 
aretvesia teapfenen Sod’. 4) = yi +e PORE. ened etd: 
iauwyfeo site? en ole ia “OO. APcaay 
ee ee ee | ats 

Anse 10 wabin HOP abitew crivi! cand 


136 


activity preferences of local residents and tourists, and 
suggests that differences between local and =  non-iocal 
recreation resource users extend to their perceptions of the 
function of a particular site, as well as their preferences 
for certain types of development and programme options. 

When the age of the respondent was investigated in 
relation to preservation and recreation orientation, all six 
of the crosstabulation relationships showed significant 
variations among the three designated age categories: under 
30 years, thirty to forty-nine years, and fifty years and 
over (Table 5.4). When preservation orientation was examined 
in relation to age, there was no consistent pattern to 
indicate that a high level of Support was related to any 
specific age group. However, there were fewer respondents in 
the older age category (50 years and over) who indicated 
support for preservation objectives (72.6%), compared to 
those in the 30 to 49 year age group (81.8%) and the 
youngest age group (83.9%). In addition, a smaller 
proportion of the older age group indicated support for 
preservation programmes (74.8%, compared to those in the 
lower and middle age categories (82.9% and “85.6% 
respectively). Furthermore, these respondents were more 
likely to select recreational objectives for management of 
the parks. Thus, recreational objectives were selected by 
27.3% of respondents over 50 years of age, compared to 16.1% 


and 18.2% of respondents in the two younger age categories. 
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The pattern was mixed for the youngest age group (under 
30 years). Although a greater proportion of this group 
selected preservation objectives (83.9%) as compared to 
81.8% and 72.6% of the respondents in the other two age 
groups, they also indicated a high level of support for 
recreation activities and programmes of a_ recreational 
nature (34.7% of respondents, compared to 21.2% and 29.9% in 
the two older age categories, for activities; and, 57.7% 
compared to 40.5% and 44.2% in the 30 to 49 and 50 years and 
over age categories for recreational programmes). The latter 
findings are comparable to the results reported by Schinkel 
~(1980) who found that respondents under 30 years of age were 
more inclined to favour activities in the 
"active-expressive" activity package. 

Variations in educational tlevel of respondents were 
also analysed in relation to preservation and recreation 
orientation. Results of the cross-tabulation analyses are 
presented in Table 5.5. When the proportions of respondents 
in the three education categories (high school or less, 
university or college, and trade school training) were 
compared, education was found to be related to orientation 
on only two of the six indicator variables. [here was no 
evident relationship between educational level and_ the 
indicators of preservation orientation. However, differences 
were found when respondents in the three educational 
categories were compared on the recreation activity and 


recreation development measures. In both cases, a greater 
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proportion of respondents reporting educational levels of 
high school or less indicated strong support for items of a 
recreational nature. In the case of recreation-oriented 
activity preferences, 37.6% of the high school respondents 
felt that these were important as compared to 18.5% of those 
having college education, and 29.7% of trade schoo] 
respondents. A greater proportion of respondents in the high 
school category (57.6%) also indicated the importance of 
recreation programme options, as compared to 38.7% and 44.8% 
in the college and trade school educational categories, 
respectively. This picture is similar to that shown by 
Hendee ef a/]., (1968) who found that respondents in lower 
educational categories were more oriented to development of 
wilderness, rather than its preservation in a natural state. 

For » income, the final variable iw this “analysis; 
respondents were divided into three income categories (low, 
middle, and high). As with educational level, there were no 
variations in orientation among respondents in these’ three 
income categories when income was cross-tabulated with the 
three preservation indicators (Table 5.6). Differences were 
found among the income groups, however, on two recreation 
indicators. A greater proportion of respondents in the _ low 
income category (33.9%) considered recreational activities 
to be important in these parks, compared with those in the 
middle income (24.5%) and higher income groups (20.6%). A 
similar pattern was shown for the recreation programme 


variable, in which respondents in the low income category 
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were more likely to indicate the importance of recreation 
options (52.6%), as compared to respondents in the middle 


(43.4%) and higher income categories (42.2% of respondents). 


D. The Relationship of Park Visitation Factors to 
Preservat ion-Recreation Orientation 

In the first section of this Chapter, differences were 
also found between Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone Park 
visitors on a number of park visitation factors, including 
the type of social group, the type Od, Visa t 
(day-use/camping), visitation frequency (first-time/repeat 
visit), and type of destination (main/one of many/stopover ). 
The following discussion presents the results of further 
analyses in which these four variables are examined to see 
if they are related to differences in preservation or 
recreation orientation shown by park visitors (see Tables 
Dat Ouonnr Os) 

In the first set of analyses, respondents were 
classified as members of a family, members of a group of 
friends, organized group, a single respondent, or “other.” 
For the purposes of the discussion, the variable groupings 
"friends" and “organized groups" were collapsed into one 
category and those in the "other" category were eliminated 
from the analysis. Variations in orientation appeared to be 
consistently related to the type of social grouping (Table 
5.7). Respondents who were members of family groups were 


more likely to favour preservation objectives (79.9%) and 
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preservation activities (82.5%) when compared to those who 
were with a group of friends or an organized group (72.2% 
and 604.47 tor objectives and activity preferences, 
respectively). Single respondents showed a mixed pattern in 
their preservation responses, favouring preservation 
objectives, but expressing low support for preservation 
activities. 

A consistent picture was evident when the respondents’ 
social group was examined in relation to recreation 
orientation. For all three indicators, respondents who 
visited the parks as a member of a group of friends or = an 
organized group were likely to express a_e recreational 
orientation toward park resources and management. A greater 
proportion of the friends and organized group respondents 
(27.8%) favoured recreation objectives for management of the 
two parks, compared to 20.1% and 19.2% for the family and 
single group respondents respectively. When respondents were 
compared in terms of their activity preferences, 41.3% of 
those in the friends/organized group category indicated the 
importance of activities with a recreational orientation, 
while only 24.5% of those in a family group and 20.6% of the 
single respondents considered these activities to be 
personally important. 

A similar pattern was evident when the respondents’ 
social group was examined with respect to preferences for 
programmes of a recreational nature. A greater proportion of 


respondents identifying that they were with friends or an 
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organized group indicated strong support for recreational 
programs (56.4%), in comparison with either family groups 
(45, 02) eOresing |e Vici tonsa 23. 57)= 

Thus, a fairly clear pattern emerges when variations in 
orientation toward park resources’ and management are 
examined in relation to the social group of the respondent. 
Consistently, respondents who indicated that they were one 
of a group of friends or an organized group more frequently 
expressed stronger support for a recreation orientation and 
weaker support for preservation objectives and activities 
when compared with respondents in family groups or _ single 
visitors. Although some recent research has been directed 
toward the role of social group variables as an explanatory 
factor in accounting for differences in recreation 
behaviours, the relationships between the social context and 
variations in orientation toward outdoor recreation 
environments does not appear to have received notable 
attention in the outdoor recreation sphere. In view of these 
findings, tur ther research stowidelines the mature of tne 
relationship may be warranted. 

For the remaining variables, ie., type of Visit 
(day-use/camping), visit frequency (first/repeat visit), and 
type of destination (main/one of many/stopover), there 
appeared to be some relationships with preservation and 
recreation orientation, but these were not as_ consistently 
evident across all ‘three indicators. Ihe *significant 


findings are reported below, however, since the patterns may 
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be similar to those reported in previous research or might 
suggest directions for future research. 

bOr vUnewninsteVariable anewthiseoreup,.. lype Ot mv lsat 
respondents were identified as either day-users or campers 
on the basis of their reported length of stay. Of these two 
groups, campers appeared to be somewhat more 
preservation-oriented than day-users (Table Sac 
Specifically, when the respondents’ type of visit was 
investigated in relation to activity preferences, a greater 
proportion of campers (89.3%) expressed a preservation 
orientation, as compared to 77.2% of the day visitors. 
Correspondingly, a greater percentage of campers (85.9%) 
considered programmes of a preservation nature to be 
important, as compared to the day-use visitors (80.3%). More 
of the camper group respondents also indicated low’ support 
for recreation developments and programmes (56.6%, compared 
to 52.1% of the day-use respondents). 

Relatively few studies have compared day-users and 
campers in the park context. McCool (1978), however , 
compared the activity preferences of day-users and campers 
in a water-based setting, and found that fewer day-users 
expressed preferences for activities in the ‘appreciative’ 
category, and were more likely to prefer activities of an 
"active-expressive’ nature, while campers were more likely 
to express preferences’ for "appreciative" activities, 


Simi tar to those incorporated into the preservation 


groupings of this study. 
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Respondents were also divided into two categories on 
the basis of their visit frequency to the specific park in 
which they were contacted. Some respondents reported that 
they were visiting the park for the first time, while others 
were repeat visitors. Differences were reported on three of 
the six indicators, when orientation was investigated in 
relation to visit frequency (Table Din A greater 
proportion of first time Visitors (64.2%) indicated a strong 
preservation orientation in their activity preferences, in 
comparison with repeat visitors to the parks (76.4%). Repeat 
visitors were more likely to be lower in their support for 
activities of a preservation nature, and, furthermore, to 
express strong interest in recreation activities and 
recreation programme options. Specifically, 39.6% of the 
repeat visitors indicated a personal preference Tor 
recreation activities in the park context, in comparison 
with 20.2% of the first-time visitors. A greater proportion 
of the repeat visitors (52.5%) also considered recreation 
programme options to be important in contrast to 42.7% of 
the first-time visitors. 

Previous research does not appear to have directly 
addressed the issue of differences in orientation toward 
park or outdoor recreation resources between first-time and 
repeat visitors, although other differences between these 
two user-groups have recently been identified (eg., Hammitt, 
1981). The pattern of responses found on this variable may 


be closely related to that evident for the location of 
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resident variable, but further elaboration to investigate 
this issue 1s beyond the scope of this study. 

inv a-spractical planning sense, the “type of 
destination" variable is a useful parameter for 
consideration. In this study, respondents were asked to 
identify if the park where they were contacted represented 
their main destination, one of several destinations, or a 
stopover on the way to another area. The responses of 
respondents in each of these categories were then 
investigated to see if variations in orientation were 
related to the nature of their visit. Between-group 
differences were evident on two of the six composite 
variables (Table 5.10). No differences were found in degree 
of preservation orientation among the three _ respondent 
groups. On the two significant variables, respondents who 
reported that the specific park was their main destination 
were more likely to demonstrate a strong recreation 
orientation. Thus, a greater proportion of respondents in 
the "main destination" category (37.3%) indicated their 
preference for recreational activities, as compared to 18.5% 
in each of the remaining two categories. Similarly, 53.9% of 
respondents reporting the park as their main destination 
considered recreational programmes to be important, as 
compared to 39.6% of those who considered the park to be 
"one of many destinations", or 41.6% who reported their 


visit to be a stopover on the way to another area. 
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As with the visitation frequency variable reported 
aDOVe eh umiSe INtUTtiVvely “possiblew thal = this epatvern lot 
response may be associated in some manner with the location 
of residence variable. As above, further elaboration of this 


relationship is beyond the scope of this analysis. 


E. Visitor Profiles Associated with Preservation and 
Recreation Orientations 

In this Chapter, the variations in preservation and 
recreation orientations which were reported in Chapter Four 
were further investigated to determine if they could be 
explained by definable differences in the characteristics of 
the park visitors. The specific objective was to determine 
if strong support for preservation or recreation objectives, 
activities, or programmes was’ expressed by particular 
sub-groups of Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone Park visitors. 

The independent variables which were examined in 
relation to preservation and recreation orientation were of 
two types, socio-demographic and visitation factors: 
Socio-demographic variables included location of residence, 
age, education, and income, while visitation factors 
GOhsusted Soteesocia lavgroup Scontext, e) hype Of visit, visit 
frequency and type of destination. 

On athe “basis of “this analysis. -a strong preservation 
orientation was found to be associated with severa | 
identifiable characteristics of the respondent. 


Specifically, respondents who lived more than 100 miles away 
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from the park where they were contacted, respondents who 
were campers, and those who were visiting the park for the 
first time, were more likely to express a stronger 
preservation concern in their responses. 

In contrast, a weaker preservation orientation was 
shown by other sub-groups in the survey population. 
Respondents who lived in close proximity to the park in 
which they were contacted (within 100 miles), respondents 
who were over fifty years of age, and those who visited the 
park in an organized group or a party of friends were more 
likely to show this picture. Repeat visitors to the park 
also expressed a weaker preservation orientation. 

As might be expected, many of the respondent 
characteristics associated with a weak preservation 
orientation were similarily related to a strong recreation 
orientation. Thus, a greater proportion of respondents who 
lived within 100 miles of the park, those under thirty years 
of age and respondents visiting the park in an organized 
dcoussored: olpeot fir endssweresmone srecneat 1OhsOnilenLecdatnan 
respondents falling INnCOMWoLhner categories “of ‘these 
variables. Although the pattern was not as strong as for the 
variables reported above, it was also noted that repeat 
visitors, those in the lower’ income and educational 
categories, and respondents indicating the park to be their 
main destination were more likely than other groups’ to 


express a recreation orientation on one or more of the 


indicator variables. 
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The respondents who most consistently indicated a weak 
recreation orientation were those identified on the basis of 
the locat ion-of-residence factor as out=oF-prevance 
visitors. Other socio-demographic factors associated with a 
weak recreation orientation were age, in the middle (30 to 
AQ year ) age category, and an educational level of 
university or college. This weak orientation was also shown 
by those visiting the park for the first time, those who 
indicated that the park was a stopover or one of several 
destinations, and respondents who were visiting the park on 
their own (ie., respondents in the single category). 

This overview has provided profiles of those 
respondents who expressed various orientations toward 
specific parks with unique resources, including a strong 
preservation orientation, strong recreation orientation, 
weak preservation orientation and weak recreation 
orientation. In the following section, these findings will 
be discussed in relation to the differences in survey 
population compositions for Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone 
Park visitors, and the overall differences in visitor 
orientation toward these two parks that were identified in 
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F. Differences in Visitor Orientation Toward Dinosaur and 
Writing-on-Stone Parks: The Role of Socio-Demographic and 
ViSiG Factors 

Significant differences have been identified between 

Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone Provincial Parks on two 

Gategories of “Variables: In “the first set “eof “analyses, 

Vile: jokol Sy views about the parks as preservation or 

recreation resources were compared. Dinosaur Park visitors 

were found to be somewhat more preservation-oriented on the 
basis of activity preference differences between the two 
parks, although few significant differences were evident on 
the remaining indicator variables (perceptions and 
management preferences). However, as indicated on the three 
measures, visitors to Writing-on-Stone Park appeared _ to 
place more importance on the role of recreation in the park 
thanacide Vvisicors. to Dinosaur Parkaueln additions wanalysis oF 
the second category of variables, socio-demographic and 

Visit profile descriptors, reveals many differences in the 

characteristics of the respondents’ for the two parks. In 

view of the findings that definable socio-demographic and 
visit characteristics are related to preservation and 
recreation orientations, it remains to determine which of 
the socio-demographic and visit factors are operating in 
this context to generate overall orientation differences 
between the two parks. 

The four respondent characteristics relating to high 


preservation orientation are identified in Table 5.11. For 
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each of these factors, the proportions of Dinosaur Park 
visitors falling into these categories are significantly 
higher than ror Writing-on-Stone Park. The stronger 
orientation toward preservation activities shown by Dinosaur 
Park visitors thus appears to reflect, at least in part, the 
combined effects of selected park visitor characteristics, 
including the higher proportion of family groups, non-local 
Visttors, camoers, and first-time Visitors= 

The respondent characteristics related to a strong 
recreation orientation are summarized in Table 5.12. For all 
eight of these factors, the proportions of Writing-on-Stone 
Park respondents falling InilLS these categories 1s 
Significantly higher than for Dinosaur Park. The stronger 
recreation orientation demonstrated by Writing-on-Stone Park 
respondents can thus be attributed , at least in part, to 
the higher proportions of visitors who were under 30 years 
of age, with lower education and income levels, day users, 
repeat visitors, those visiting the park in organized or 
friendship groups, local residents, and thoseswhosidenuitiied 


Writing-on-Stone Park as their main destination. 


G. Summary and Conclusions 

The analyses presented in this Chapter have _ been 
directed toward objectives three and four of the study. One 
of these objectives was to examine the relationship of 
selected socio-demographic and visit characteristics of park 


visitors to variations in preservation = and recreation 
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orientations with respect to park resources. This objective 
was developed on the basis of previous research findings 
which provided evidence of the association of 
socio-demographic and visit characteristics to each of the 
three indicator variables: objectives; activity preferences; 
and, preferences for management. Three propositions were 
developed, expressing the general relationship of 
socio-demogr aphic and » Visit factors, toy “each, sof these 
variables. 

The results of the analyses indicated that 
socio-demographic and visit factors were related to each of 
the three indicator variables. The strongest support was 
evident for the activity preference variable, since twelve 
of the possible sixteen relationships were significant. 
Support was also given to the proposition that variations in 
preservation and recreation management preferences were 
related to socio-demographic/visit characteristics, since 
ten of the sixteen relationships investigated were 
significant. Support for the remaining proposition, linking 
socio-demographic/visit characteristics and perceptions of 
the park purpose, was weaker in this’ study, although 
differences did occur on six variable combinations. Thus, 
support was evident for the three propositions related to 
objective three; the evidence was strongest for the activity 
preference and management preference variables, and weakest 
for perceptions of park purpose, when the relationships of 


socio-demographic/visit characteristics and 
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preservation-recreation orientations were assessed. 

The specific findings related to each of the 
socio-demographic/visit variables were discussed in detail 
and summarized into profiles of park visitors associated 
with strong and weak preservation and recreation 
orientations. Variations in perceptions were found to be 
related to location of residence, age, and type of group. 
Previous research (Bryan and Jansson, 1973; Markle, 1975) 
had found a relationship of perceptions with location of 
residence, but the relationship of age and type of social 
group to perceptions of park purpose had not been reported 
previously in the literature reviewed. 

Variations in activity preference orientations were 
found to be associated with location of residence, age, 
education; income, type°-of “group, “type of Vistly “visit 
frequency, and type of destination. The findings related to 
location of residence correspond closely to previous reports 
by McCool (1976, 1978), and Schinkel (1980). In the present 
Study, non-local visitors were "found™ to shave sav stronger 
preservation orientation, while a greater proportion of 
local visitors favoured activities of a recreational nature. 
The review of literature also determined that age was 
related to activity preferences but a consistent picture was 
not evident (Hendee et a/., 1971; Schinkel, 1980). Results 
obtained in this study are most consistent with the findings 
of Schinkel (1980), since respondents in the older age 


categories were found to be most oriented to activities in 
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the preservation category, and younger respondents (under 
the age of 29 years) were more likely to express a 
preference for recreational activities. 

Hendee et a/., (1971) also reported activity preference 
variations with educational level of the respondent. The 
Findings of this. study relating lower education levels to 
preferences for active and social recreation activities 
supports Hendee et a/.’s (1971) results, which associated 
lower education levels to active-expressive and passive 
free-play activities. The fourth socio-demographic variable 
investigated in the present study was income. Lower income 
levels were also found to be associated with preferences for 
recreational activities. 

Park visit characteristics have received relatively 
little attention in previous research with regard to 
variations in activity preferences. A relationship between 
activity preferences and type of social group was previously 
identified by Field and O'Leary (1974) and Buchanan et al. 
(1981). Results presented in this chapter support these 
findings, and have related family groups to preferences for 
preservational activities, and groups of friends or 
organized groups to preferences for recreational activities. 
Differences in orientation between day-users and campers had 
been reported previously by McCool (1978) and the findings 
that campers were more likely to express preservation 
activity preferences corresponds closely with his results. 


Finally, differences were found for the two remaining 
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variables, visit frequency and type of destination. 
First-time visitors were more likely to prefer preservation 
activities, while repeat visitors and those considering the 
park to be their main destination were more recreational ly 
oriented. 

Variations in preferences for management according to 
socio-demographic and visit characteristics were also 
proposed. All eight of the socio-demographic and visit 
characteristics were found to be related to management 
preferences. Preferences for preservation programmes were 
related to younger and middle age groups, and campers. 
Preferences for recreation programmes were related to local 
residents, younger age groups, lower education and income 
levels, groups of friends, day-users, repeat visitors, and 
those who considered the parks to be their main 
destinations. Most of these factors do not appear to have 
been examined previous ly in relation to 
preservation-recreation orientations. However , the 
association of local residence to recreation management 
preferences corresponds closely to the findings of 
Roggenbuck and Kushman (1980), while the relationship of 
lower educational levels to recreation preferences supports 
the previously reported results of Hendee et al]. (1968). 

Analyses directed toward the iaiinae! objective 
demonstrated that variations in preservation and recreation 
orientations were associated with socio-demographic and 


visit characteristics of park visitors. This information 
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formed a basis for further analyses related to the fourth 
objective of the study. This objective was to examine 
similarities and differences in the overall orientation of 
visitors in the light of the preservation and recreation 
views of specific sub-populations of users and the 
constitutent Visitor =profives™ for sreache "parks In thts 
chapter, the survey population profiles for each park were 
identified, and comparisons were made between the profiles 
TOPE Dinosaur and We1itinGg-On- Stones Parke visttors. Sigmhin1 cart 
differences in population proportions were found for four of 
the socio-demographic variables: age, education, income, 
and, location of residence, and for all four of the selected 
Vilsdt efaclors sat yYDen Of eeGroup, = lype: =oT Wal Salis visit 
frequency; and type of destination. 

When population sub-group orientation differences and 
profile structures were related to the preservation 
orientation differences shown by Dinosaur and 
Writing-on-Stone Park visitors, it was concluded that this 
picture was, in part, attributable to the higher proportions 
Gite surongeepreserval 10m PROtmetVvisitors at Dinosaur Park: 
The stronger recreation orientation of Writing-on-Stone Park 
visitors was similarly found to be related to the higher 
DrODpOGt1 Ons) "Ot = Visitors associated with the strong 
recreation orientation profile. 

The analyses presented in this chapter have been 
undertaken in order to provide an understanding of the 


overal | variations in preservation and recreation 
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orientations shown by Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone Park 
visitors, which were reported in Chapter Four. Although the 
fdeni iT icatiorm of Visttor “orientations provides useful 
information in assessing the public’s views and potential 
Responses to planning strategies, “a “clarinication or the 
reasons or explanatory factors associated with these 
orientations, provides planners with a more refined data 
base for future decisions. Since the survey distribution 
procedure was randomized, it is assumed that the profiles 
developed for the two parks are representative of the actual 
park visitor population structure during the summer’ season. 
Variations in views about these two parks and associated 
behaviours may be related in part to geographical and 
resource differences evident eye Dinosaur and 
Writing-on-Stone Parks, but results presented in this’ study 
indicate = that = aesignificantefactor in account ndg=tor these 
variations is the different user clientele current ly 
attracted to the two sites. The implications of these 
Hincingsmr ron both daprdeuled led = tneoret Tec lim—eper spec etve 


are developed in the final chapter. 
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VI. CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 


A. Introduction 

The presentation in this chapter provides an overview 
of the study, including a restatement of the study 
objectives and propositions, a brief description of the 
methodology employed in addressing these objectives and a 
summary of the study results. This is followed by a 
discussion of the theoretical and practical implications of 


the study, with suggestions for future research. 


B. Review of the Study 

The overal! goal of the study was to investigate the 
nature of visitors’ preservation and recreation orientations 
with respect to two parks having bot heritage and 
recreational values. Three factors were employed as measures 
to assess these park orientations, including perceptions of 
park purpose/objectives, activity preferences, and 
preferences for management programmes, since preservation 
and recreation-related distinctions had been determined for 
each of these variables in previous studies. 


The following objectives constituted the direction for 


the study: 
1. To determine the overall preservation and recreation 
orientations of visitors to Dinosaur and 


Writing-on-Stone Provincial Parks; 
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Ze 1G compare the overal | preservation-recreation 


orientations of visitors to each of the two parks; 


WwW 


To examine the relationship of selected 
SOG1TO-Cemographicn tand wisit echaractenist1cS=sof spark 
visitors to variations in preservation and recreation 
orientations. 

Three propositions were developed relating to this 
objective, indicating that preservation and recreation 
variations in: a) perceptions of park purpose/management 
objectives; b) activity preferences; and c) management 
preferences, would be related to the socio-demographic 
and visit characteristics of park visitors. 

4. To examine similarities and differences in the 
orientations of visitors to the two study parks in the 
light of the preservation and recreation views of 
identifiable sub-populations of users and the 
constitutent visitor profiles for each park; and 

5. To examine the relationships among the three indicator 
variables employed in the study. 

In order to meet the data needs associated with these 
objectives, a survey was conducted in the two study parks, 
with self-administered questionnaires distributed on a 
random basis to visitors entering the parks. Coded survey 
responses were computerized and processed using’ frequency, 
cross-tabulation, and correlational analyses. The results of 
these analyses were reported in Chapters Four and Five’ and 


are summarized below: 
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When the overall orientations of park visitors were 
assessed on three indicator variables (perceptions, 
activity preferences, and management preferences), it 
was determined that a greater proportion of Dinosaur and 
Writing-on-Stone Park visitors expressed a preservation 
orientation, while smaller proportions expressed a 
recreation orientation with respect to the two parks, 
(Objective One); 

When responses were compared for the two parks, through 
both individual item and composite variable analyses, it 
was found that Dinosaur Park visitors were more likely 
tian "Weil ing =On=s tone = Rark visitors = to express a 
preservation orientation in their activity preferences. 
In contrast, Writing-on-Stone Park visitors were more 
likely than Dinosaur Park visitors to express a 
recreation orientation in their activity preferences and 
preferences for management. (Objective Two) 

Correlation analyses were employed to assess the degree 
of association between three composite variable pairs: 
ae WV 1 Ly preferences and management preferences; 
activity preferences and perceptions; perceptions of 
park purpose and management preferences. Correlations 
were found to be in the moderate to low range. “The 
strongest degree of association occurred between the 
activity preference and deve lopment preference 
variables, with a slightly weaker association evident 


for the activity preference and perceptions variables. 
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Correlations were low for the variable pair, perceptions 
and development preferences (Objective Five). 
Socio-demographic and visit factors were found to be 
related to each of the three indicator variables. 
Variations in activity preference orientations were 
found to be related to socio-demographic and visit 
factors, with twelve OF the possible sixteen 
relationships significant. A similar picture was shown 
for recreation management preferences, in_ which all 
eight of these factors accounted for variations in 
preservation and recreation orientations, Support was 
weaker for the relationship of socio-demographic/visit 
factors to perception of the park purpose (Objective 
Three) ; 

Variations in perceptions of park purpose were found to 
be related to location of residence, age, and type of 
group (Objective Three (a)); 

Viet tont ON Se ti Sra UIT LY preference and management 
preference orientations were found to be associated with 
location of residence, age, education, income, type of 
GROuUp Mme type mlOt enV.) Ste alo Geer icequency jmrapcmrype san 
destination (Objective Three (b)); 

When the respondent profiles were compared for the _ two 
study parks, Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone, significant 
differences were found for four of the five 


socio-demographic variables and four park visit factors 


(Objective Four); and 
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8. Overall, differences in orientation between Dinosaur and 
Writing-on-Stone Park visitors were Found to be 
dttributable;” ins part, to =the higher propor tionssor 
strong preservation profile visitors at Dinosaur’ Park, 
and the higher proportions of strong recreation profile 
visitors at Writing-on-Stone Park (Objective Four). 

Due to the nature of the investigation, this study did 
not comply with a hypothesis-testing format. Objectives One, 
Two, and Four were descriptive in nature, with no @ priori 
information by which to generate propositions. The 
relationships proposed in Objective Three, associating 
socio-demographic and visit factors with preservation = and 
recreation orientations, were based on a review of previous 
literature. The results reported in this study supported the 
findings of previous studies (eg., Bryan and Jansson, 1973; 
Hendee et a/., 1968; Hendee et a/., 1971; McCool, 1978; 
Roggenbuck and Kushman, 1980; Schinkel, 1980), and extend 
these findings to include the relationships of age and type 
Of) Soe1d li group to perceptions, Visit frequency and type of 
destination to activity preferences; and, age, income, and 
Dankevisit chardcter istics tompreterences™ Tol managements as 
factors associated with preservation and recreation 
orientations. Finally, variations in the strength of 
correlations between variable pairs corresponds with _ the 
picture developed from previous research findings where the 
relationship of aC La Viwcy preferences to 


management /deve lopment preferences received the most 
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consistent support, and the relationship of perceptions to 
management preferences received little support. 
i the following sections, the practical and 


theoretical implications of these findings are outlined. 


C. Limitations of the Study 

The study results presented in the previous’ section, 
and the implications addressed in the following sections 
should be viewed in the context of severa | study 
limitations. These limitations are outlined below. 

The first limitation represents a general research 
concern associated with the stability of the study findings 
over time. It should be emphasized that the overal | 
onirentations jof park visitors reflect a particular situation 
at a particular point in time, and it is possible that this 
picture might change temporally in response to changing 
situational and park visitor factors. Repeating the study 
would be the most effective way of monitoring these changes, 
and providing a current picture of visitors’ views. This 
concern is not, however, as relevant for the investigations 
of variations in orientation with socio-demographic and park 
visit characteristics, since comparability of the results 
with previously reported findings provides an external 
validity measure suggesting spatial and tempor a |] 
consistencies in the identified patterns. 

The second limitation 1s associated with the more 


specific methodology of the project. In this study, park 
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visitor orientations were assessed along a dimension which 
was labelled "Preservation - Recreation". Although this was 
perceived by the researcher as a continuum of views” and 
behaviours, the questionnaire items and subsequent analyses 
were treated in a dichotomous format, with preservation and 
recreation labels. This presented a fairly simplistic, 
polarized view of variations in perceptions, act IW Ly 
preferences, and management preferences which was considered 
manageable for an initial investigation of this nature. It 
is acknowledged, however, that this issue is very complex, 
and that any particular item employed in the questionnaire 
might be viewed as having components of both preservation 
and recreation, or as having many dimensions” reflecting 
various aspects of visitor experiences. 

The third limitation is concerned with the 
representativeness of the survey population and the issue of 
non-responses. The return rate for completed questionnaires 
was 70.7% of those sampled at Writing-on-Stone Park, and 
55.0% at Dinosaur Park. Thus, a considerable proportion of 
those receiving the questionnaire failed to return it, a 
situation which was particularly evident in the case of 
Dinosaur Park. It is Known from previous survey studies that 
non-respondents differ from respondents, and that this could 
contribute to a non-respondent bias in the results. There 
was no technique incorporated into the study by which these 
non-respondents could be identified and characterized. 


However, from previous studies, it has been determined that 
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respondents often have a stronger interest or involvement in 
the particular topic of the survey, or might be more likely 
than non-respondents to consider that their input would have 
some impact on future decisions. It is thus possible that, 
in the present study, those park visitors who were most 
interested or concerned about the parks would be most likely 
to=respond to thes *surveys GAT Tholighn = =1t) "is = possible “that 
preservation concerns would be over-represented as a result, 
there is also a possibility that recreation concerns could 
be similarly misrepresented. 

The possibility of non-response bias may also arise 
from another source. The survey population was derived on 
the basis of a multi-stage sampling technique; a survey was 
distributed to a visitor party, which in turn selected one 
member of the party to respond to the survey. It is possible 
that the characteristics and views of the respondent do not 
accurately reflect the characteristics and views of the 
remaining members of the party. In view of these two types 
of potential non-response bias, the results of the survey 
should be seen to reflect the specific responses of those 
who answered the survey, and not necessarily the views” of 
remaining party members or visitors who failed to answer the 
questionnaire. 

The final limitation relates to the comparability of 
the two parks as research settings. It was found that the 
overall ‘orientations of park visitors differed for visitors 


to Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone Parks, and that differences 
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were evident in the profiles of visitors to the two sites. 
It was conc luded that these variations in overall 
orientation were in part, a reflection of the different 
proportions of strong preservation and recreation-oriented 
respondents in each park. A further explanation could be 
proposed which relates variations in park visitor profiles 
and overall orientation to differences in the situational 
attributes of the two parks. As indicated in the description 
of the study methodology (Chapter Three), Writing-on-Stone 
Park tends to serve as an important regional recreational 
resource since there are no alternative public recreation 
sites of similar quality in the region. This is less true 
for Dinosaur Provincial Park, since nearby Kinbrook Island 
Provincial Park provides water-based recreational 
opportunities for local residents. It is likely that these 
differences in situational context, reflecting the presence 
or absence of alternative recreation opportunities plays an 
Instrumental” role in attracting particular parkevVisitors, 
and hence in shaping the visitor profiles and the subsequent 


park orientations reported in this study. 


D. Practical Implications and Recommendat ions 

One objective of the study was to provide park planners 
with an understanding of the preservation and recreation 
orientations of visitors to two Provincial Parks, Dinosaur 
and Writing-on-Stone. Since both parks were undergoing 


master plan development at the time that this research 
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project was being conducted, the survey results were useful 
in providing planners with an indication of the relative 
degree of public support which could be anticipated for 
alternative types of park concepts. In addition, specific 
aspects of the results, such as socio-demographic and park 
visit data, proved to be particularly valuable, since the 
survey results were able to provide’ the only available 
information about visitor characteristics for the two parks. 
Therefore, in addition to presenting qualitative information 
about the orientation of park users, these data were also 
able to provide quantitative information on which to base 
demand analyses and projections on both a park-specific and 
regional system basis. 

The survey results have suggested that the 
preservation-recreation dimension is a conceptualization 
which is managerially relevant for understanding behavioural 
differences among subgroups of park visitor populations. 
This dimension also gains value since it corresponds closely 
to the types of preservation-recreation distinctions which 
occur frequently in park planning and resource management. 
The results indicate the comp lexity iti the 
preservation-recreation issue from both the behavioural and 
them Dilan ineestandpotmins iuendy besthdt atevery siieethenc 
are some visitors who have a_ preservation orientation = and 
some who express a recreation orientation, and planners must 
face decisions whether to accommodate this diversity, or to 


take a clear stance favouring one orientation or the other. 
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such a dilemma points out the need for a systematic approach 
to planning for preservation and recreation concerns within 
an outdoor recreation system, so that the diverse needs of 
user groups are accommodated. 

In the particular case of Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone 
Provincial Parks, the results suggested that the greatest 
proportion of park visitors would endorse a planning 
approach favouring the protection and interpretation of park 
resources. However, a substantial proportion of the visitors 
indicated support for strategies of a recreational nature, a 
situation which was particularly evident in the case of 
Writing-on-Stone Park. Three types of planning approaches 
appear to be possible to resolve the dilemma: 1) a strategy 
in which equal balance is given to preservation and 
recreation, 2) a weighted strategy favouring preservation 
programmes over recreation programmes and, 3) strategies 
which concentrate on preservation, while phasing out 
Copomtuntt1es of -anvactive and =social necreationall nature. 

The study results would appear to favour the type of 
weighted strategy suggested by 2) above, since it addresses 
the diversity of needs expressed by the various groups, but 
recognizes the over-riding importance of preservation of 
park resources. In the case of Writing-on-Stone Provincial 
Park, the results suggested that the weighting given to 
recreation considerations should be greater than the 
weighting given to recreation at Dinosaur Park. In _ both 


cases, however, decisions must be made to accomodate 
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recreational activities on-site (ie. within the existing 
park boundaries) or to divert some funding toward the 
development of alternative sites which will provide some of 
the opportunities currently available in the parks, such as 
river access, picnickings ana active recreation. In 
particular,’ “thes views “of locals sresidents “need? to be 
acknowledged (Cooke, 1982; O’ Leary, 1976) in order to avoid 
disruption to their lifestyles, and to minimize non-resident 
EConritets arising from the encroachment of visitor 
facilities and increased tourism on _ their traditional 
leisure places. 

The comparison of findings for Dinosaur and 
Writing-on-Stone Parks provides a frame of reference for 
planners, who benefit from the opportunity to compare 
relevant information about one park with other’ park 
contexts. However, since this study was limited to two 
barns, vwhichewere fairly similar’ ineresource and recreation 
features, this frame of reference is relatively narrow. 
Additional perspectives about the preservation-recreation 
dimension and its relevance for the Alberta Provincial Park 
system as a whole could be gained by extending this type of 
study towother park SETLIngS smi =parlicuilam, Lnise "shoutla 
include sites which have a more obvious recreation focus, 
such as the provision of water-based, or dispersed back 
country Opportunites: 

As well as allowing planners to examine visitors’ 


preservation-recreation orientations toward a broad range of 
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park types, such a strategy would serve several additional 
Functions. First, the issue of rank-ordering of activity and 
management preferences, noted in Chapter Four, could be 
addressed. In the overview of results it was noted that the 
relative ranking of some activity and management items was 
comparable for the two parks. It was beyond the scope of the 
present study to assess whether this reflected visitors’ 
responses with regard to two similar park environments, or 
alternatively, represented a consistent ranking of activity 
and management preferences across all outdoor recreation 
settings. Extension of the present study format to various 
types of settings would provide the necessary data to 
determine which of these two explanations is most valid in 
the Alberta Provincial Park context. 

Secondly, if further studies included an examination of 
the relationship of socio-demographic and park Visa e 
characteristics to preservation-recreation orientations, 
this approach would provide further confirmation of the 
consistency of these findings across various types of park 
settings. Comparisons with previously reported findings, 
such as those of McCool (1976, 1978), Roggenbuck and Kushman 
(1981) and Schinkel (1980), obtained in three types of state 
parks as well as northern campground, and wild river 
contexts, suggest that certain relationships reported in the 
present study are generalizable across widely divergent 
settings: t would be “anticipated, @therefore, that» simiiar 


variations in preservation-recreation orientations would be 
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demonstrated for specific user-groups, across a range of 
Alberta Provincial Park settings. 

If this pattern were confirmed, information gathering 
in settings where the preservation-recreation issue would be 
One epar biciiiar = concerne couldm ber “simpli 1edi to focus on 
socio-demographic and park visit characteristics, as long as 
the data collection instrument contained the key descriptors 
(icUcinasm loca tioneot residencemmmadess anda typermorousocial 
group) which have been shown in the present study to have 
significant associations with preservation and recreation 
orientations. Determination of the visitor profile, for the 
site, would then allow extrapolations on the basis of the 
previously reported associations, thus providing a general 
indication to» planners “of ~ the relative suppor t for 
preservation and recreation-related park concepts in 
situations where the expense of conducting a_ full-scale, 
detailed survey might be prohibitive. 

However, in general, the need to _ conduct survey 
research in order to provide basic information for each 
development plan undertaken by Alberta Recreation and Parks, 
should be stressed. The findings of the present study 
clearly indicate that, although two parks may appear to be 
similar im form and function; they may in fact elicit 
somewhat different reactions and expressed preferences’ from 
their) clienteles, and that thesesvariationsvare, iniparty a 
reflection of the differences in composition of the park 
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planners in understanding this diversity of views so that 
their decisions may better address the particular needs of 
USES OT spbeerire parks. 

The study results also provide ViSULOnR services 
personnel with an indication of user-groups who may be 
potential targets for specific management messages. Butler 
(1980) has demonstrated that interpretive programme messages 
may be instrumental in encouraging visitors to protect park 
resources. Ef management wishes to enhance visitors’ 
concerns about resource protection, a concerted effort needs 
to be made to reach park visitors who are least likely to be 
preservation-oriented. The results suggest that local 
residents and members of friendship or organized groups 
would likely be the most obvious target groups for this type 
of message. Since it is possible that these visitors are not 
contacted through the traditional interpretive channels, 
innovative messages and techniques need to be devised and 
promoted to ensure that such contact is made. 

Furthermore, survey research also provides the basis 
for development of promotional marketing strategies 
(Crompton, 1981). For example, the results of the present 
study provide information which might be used to develop 
marketing themes, and, on the basis of the park visitor 
analysis, to suggest potential user-groups toward whom 
specific marketing messages might be addressed. This 
approach, however, assumes that management has a clear idea 
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well as an understanding of the role of these parks in the 
Provincial Park system. If the preservation role of Dinosaur 
and Writing-on-Stone Parks is favoured by planners, 
potential visitors most likely to be appreciative of this 
strategy could be attracted to the parks through promotional 
marketing techniques. As indicated by the study results, 
these would include non-local residents, and family groups, 
Thy pare ureu lar. 

One potential “limitation “of “the study “occurs as a 
consequence of the seasonal time frame in which the project 
was conducted. Data collection was carried out in the two 
study parks during the peak summer’ season of July and 
August. The park patronage statistics (Alberta Recreation 
and Parks, 1981), indicates that uJuly and August (1980) 
visitors represented approximately 56% and 43% of yearly 
Visitallon tor Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone Parks, 
Pesmectively, Tht ism possibpleemthate thes Visitor progiies 
documented in the present study might not accurately reflect 
user-group characteristics in the shoulder and’ of f-seasons: 
However, by defining the views and behaviours of specific 
sub-groups of park visitors, the present study has provided 
a basis for predicting how overall orientations might differ 
if variations in user-group profiles were documented 
according to season. For example, if local residents were 
more strongly represented in the off-season, it could be 
predicted from the study results that greater support for 


recreational programmes would be evident when overall] park 
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orientations were determined. In the final analysis, 
however, decisions would have to be made about which groups 
to accommodate when park concepts are being developed and 
selected; and the study results alert planners to the 
variations in orientations which are associated with these 


various user-groups, regardless of season. 


E. Theoretical Discussion and Implications 

[im addition to providing information “of a practical 
nature concerning visitors orientations toward two specific 
parks in the Alberta Provincial Park system, the findings of 
this study have a broader relevance with respect to current 
issues addressed in the outdoor recreation literature. A 
consistent and prevalent theme arising from the behavioural 
approach to outdoor recreation research is that 
recreationists are not a homogeneous group, and that this 
heterogeneity is reflected in the diversity of psychological 
responses, behaviours, views, and preferences of definable 
population subgroups. In identifying variations in 
perceptions, activity preferences, and management 
preferences among sub-groups of park visitors, this’ study 
has further substantiated these conclusions of demonstrable 
differences among recreation resource users. Furthermore, by 
extending the investigation to include park visit as well as 
Socto-demodraphic tactors “aS ) ausbasis for distinguishing 
various user-groups, the study has provided support for the 


inclusion of these factors as explanatory variables 
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contributing to variations in recreation behaviours. The 
present study was limited to the investigation of four park 
visit factors; on the basis of the present findings, and the 
results of previously reported research incorporating site 
Visi tetactors: (tammitt, 19813 eNicCcols,+1978< “Schinkel. 91980; 
Vaske et al., 1980), it would appear that further 
investigation of these factors would be warranted 1S 
determine iat similar patterns of relationships are 
observable across different types of sites. 

In ariel, these Findings ‘contribute “to > san 
understanding of user-group differences with respect to a 
preservation-recreation dimension, by relating variations in 
preservation-recreation orientations to socio-demographic 
and park visit characteristics. The preservation-recreation 
dimension consistitutes one spectrum along which visitors’ 
views and behaviours may vary and, as such, is relevant to 
the type of multi-dimensional approach to park planning’ and 
management outlined by Clark and Stankey (1979). Although 
the specific labels of the preservat ion-recreation dimension 
have been employed infrequently in behavioural aspects of 
outdoor recreation research (Merriam et a/]., 1972; Markle, 
1975: White and Schreyer, 1981), the findings of this study 
relate to conceptually similar distinctions which have been 
employed in previous analyses of recreationists’ views and 
behaviours s.clupport Sifor “this contentions scomesm frome) tne 
correspondence of certain aspects of the findings 


(specifically those related to activity preferences) with 
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previously reported findings using the Hendee, Gale, and 
Catton (1971) typology (McCool, 1976, 1978; Schinkel, 1980), 
and a socio-environmental continuum (Schinkel, 1980). 

The findings suggest that the preservation-recreation 
dimension is relevant to the understanding of visitors’ 
preferences with regard to management programmes- and 
developments as well as to activity preferences. Previous 
studies which have attempted to conceptualize visitors’ 
management preferences along definable dimensions appear’ to 
be limited to the literature (Hendee et a/]., 1968; Sadler, 
1970; Smith and Alderdice, 1979). It would appear from the 
results of the present study, that this approach would have 
merit, and would provide a more meaningful and productive 
technique than investigations limited to views” about 
discrete, site-specific programmes. 

In the investigation of preservation-recreation 
orientations, socio-demographic and visit factors were 
investigated in relation to the three indicator variables: 
perceptions, activity preferences and management 
preferences. When perceptions of park purpose were examined 
to determine if variations in preservation and recreation 
orientation could be related to socio-demographic and park 
visit factors, few relationships were found to be 
significant. In addition, the previously suppor ted 
relationship of education with preservation orientation 
(Hendee et a/]., 1968; Markle, 1975) was not supported in the 


present study. 
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The strongest evidence for the existence of the 
association of socio-demographic variables and perceptions 
comes from research in the wilderness context such as_ that 
of Hendee et a/]., (1968). However, limitations to the use of 
perceptions in the park context have been identified 
previously by Schreyer and Roggenbuck (1981) who suggested 
that images of park systems were too generalized to be 
managerially useful, and consequently, recommended the study 
of perceptions in more specific park contexts. However, when 
visitors’ perceptions were assessed in relation to specific 
park environments in the present study, the relationship of 
socio-demographic and Vista. factorsis tom variations) in 
perceptions was again found to be weak and inconsistent. 

The relatively weak evidence obtained in this study 
combined with limited results from previous studies suggests 
that the perception variable may be inadequately 
conceptualized, or alternatively, may have questionable 
merit when employed in_ the investigation of park images. 
Future studies should attempt to address this issue by 
initially refining the concept of perception of park 
purpose. This might be accomplished by employing an expanded 
measurement scale which would include several dimensions in 
addition to the preservation-recreation dimension assessed 
in the present study. Such an approach might provide a 
clearer understanding of perceptions of park purpose’ and 
Mignitaiprovide wal MmoreceeTruiliulle™ basis “tor “assessitig: the 


relationship of socio-demographic and park visit factors to 
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this variable. 

In contrast to this picture, previous research has 
provided considerable indication that variations in activity 
preferences are related to socio-demographic and site visit 
factors (Hendee et a]. 1971; McCool, 1976, 1978; Romsa, 
1971; Schinkel, 1980). The results of the study provide 
support for these findings, and further suggest that the 
preservation-recreation conceptualization constitutes a 
meaningful dimension for the assessment of activity 
preferences. Of the three indicator variables employed in 
the study, variations in the activity preference factor 
appeared to be most strongly and consistently related to 
socio-demographic and site visit characteristics. The 
relevance of/ studying park visit factors in relation to 
activity preferences was supported by the findings, 
suggesting that future studies could be meaningfully 
directed toward an investigation of the role of additional 
site visit factors. Comparison of the present results with 
previous findings of McCool (1976) and Schinkel (1980) 
suggests that similar types of relationships may generalize 
across different types of sites, and this contention also 
merits further investigation. 

The review of relevant literature revealed few studies 
which had investigated the relationship of socio-demographic 
and site Visit variables L@ preservation-recreation 
development views. However, Jackson (1980) has noted the 


association between specific user-groups on the one_ hand, 
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and views on appropriate uses and strategies on the other. 
This contention did receive considerable support since each 
of the socio-demographic and park visit variables employed 


in the present study was found to be related in some degree 


to preferences for management programmes. Since thts 
approach may have merit in contributing to a 
behaviourally-based conceptualization OT latent-demand, 


further investigations of explanatory factors related to 
preferences for programmes and developments would appear’ to 
be a valuable research direction. The conceptualization of 
development dimensions, such as the preservation-recreation 
dimension employed in the present study would provide a more 
productive basis than the investigation of views about 
discrete programmes. Furthermore, such investigations could 
meaningfully be extended to include an expanded range of 
socio-demographic and visit factors, so that a more complete 
picture of variable relationships associated with demand 
could be developed. 

Of the specific socio-demographic and visit factors 
taivestigated inethis study, location of "residence, age, sand 
type of group, appeared to be most consistently related to 
preservation and recreation orientations of park Visitors: 
These factors have previously been studied as_ explanatory 
factors associated with Variations in recreation activity 
prefenencesmirield andy" leary = 19/3; e1endee er ale, 19715 
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present study has also demonstrated the broader relevance of 
these™ factors “in “contributing to variations iin two other 
behavioural variables, namely, perceptions of park purpose 
and preferences for management programmes. By replicating 
and extending these findings, the study results provide 
further "just?rfications: for the conclusions of MeGool (1973) 
and Schinkel (1980) that the location of residence variables 
is a particularly relevant consideration for recreation 
development strategies, and the contention of Field and 
O' Leary (1973) that the social group variable is an 
impertant ~efactor ? Vitieetne understanding of recreation 
behaviours. 

The study also provided a replication of Jackson's 
(1980: 190) basic model by supporting the idea _ that 
“socio-demographic variables are major factors in recreation 
activities and use patterns of a specific resource, which in 
turn shapes attitudes concerning what is considered 


desirable and appropriate for development." Each of the four 
socio-demographic variables employed in this study was found 
to be related to activity preferences; and, when 
associations between pairs of indicator variables were 
assessed, the activity preferences and management preference 
variables were found to have the strongest correlations when 
compared to other variable pairs. 

inv saddiution, some suppor t was found for the 


incorporation of other variables into this model. Park visit 


characteristics were also identified as major factors in 
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recreation activity preferences, suggesting that these may 
be worthy factors to assess in future studies where 
behaviours with regard to specific sites or types of sites 
may be of interesta Ine pantirciilian,. varrablessstch as etype of 
Vinal (day-use/camping), Viste frequency 
(repeat/first-time), and type of destination have received 
relatively little attention in previous research and _ the 
Findings indicate that these factors would be worthy of 
consideration when attempting to explain recreation 
behaviours. A more detailed investigation of the role of 
these factors would appear warranted, particularly since 
they have considerable managerial relevance. 

Another feature of the proposed mode | was the 
incorporation “Of “perceptiomsy as” an’ tadditiomal factor in 
shaping activity preferences and preferences for management 
programmes. The relationship of perceptions and activity 
preferences was viewed as reciprocal on the basis. of 
previous research, and this association received a moderate 
degree of support Sinethe presentestudym As outlined = im sthe 
review of literature, activity preferences have been 
employed as indicators of perception of place (Lee, 1972; 
@heekw and =rield, “S77; §MeCool ya 97 8) sea lithougha direct 
assessment of the degree of association between’ these 
variables was not undertaken in previous’ studies. By 
demonstrating a moderate degree of support for this 
relationship, the present study has provided some empirical 


evidence supporting the contention that activity preferences 
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constitute valid indicators of perception of place. 

This analysis focused on visitors’ perceptions of park 
purpose and activity preferences as defined along a 
preservation-recreation dimension. A stronger understanding 
of the nature of these two variables, as well as_ their 
association would be gained by applying both associational 
and correlational analyses to additional behavioural 
dimensions, such as perceptions of social interaction and 
social behaviours, and perceptions of visitor impacts’ and 
resource-related behaviours. in Saddution to. providing 
furthers information Bconcernimge there Validitys sot eactawity 
preferences employed as indicators of perception, such 
research would also contribute to an understanding of 
behavioural factors under lying site-related activi ty 
preferences. 

In contrast to the perception-activity preference 
association, the relationsship of perception and management 
preferences, which had received little support in previous 
studies, again appeared to be weak in the present 
investigation. Therefore, this aspect of the association 
between perceptions and management preferences requires 
re-evaluation and further study, and possible removal of the 
relational arrows between the two variables in the model. A 
previous study (Hendee et a/., 1968), which reported an 
association between these two variables employed a_ broad 
range of items which likely provided a finer discrimination 


and allowed for greater variations in responses among 
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respondent sub-groups. The limited range of items employed 
in the present study, and that of Echelberger et ai., 
(1974), may have contributed to the reported lack of 
association. Research related to this topic appears to be 
relatively scarce to date, and specific research addressing 
the relationship of these variables does appear warranted to 


attempt to clarify this issue. 


F. Study Conclusions 

The present study has employed a behavioural approach 
in examining the preservation-recreation orientations of 
park visitors. The preservation-recreation distinction has 
been widely cited in park planning and resource management 
literature, and this study has attempted to apply this 
conceptualization to the analysis of park visitors’ views 
and behaviours. 

Three types of orientation indicators were employed in 
the study: perceptions, activity preferences, and management 
preferences. A number of socio-demographic and park visit 
factors were examined to see if they accounted for 
variations in preservation-recreation orientations. 

It was concluded that this approach appeared to have 
merit since the results demonstrated that variations in 
orientations were associated with different characteristics 
Of Danke Visctorsmer (hese stindingsewere considered (to sbe or 
practical relevance since it was determined that the types 
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managerially relevant, and constituted a useful contribution 
to understanding park-related behaviours and views in the 
two study parks, and possibly in the Alberta Provincial Park 
system as a whole. Furthermore, by focusing on user-groups 
characteristics, the study has provided basic data about the 
park clientele which could be incorporated into the 
development of informational and promotional communications 
programmes for the two parks. 

With regard to theoretical implications, it was 
concluded that the study findings contributed to an 
understanding Of one behavioural dimension 
(preservation-recreation) and some factors associated with 
that dimension in the park context. The study also appeared 
to have merit in extending the findings of previous research 
to encompass additional variable relationships, and in 
providing a more direct analysis of the relationships 
between the three indicator variables than had _ been 
previously undertaken. 

The type of behavioural information provided by the 
study results constitutes one aspect of the multi-faceted 
Know ledge required for effective recreation resource 
planning (Driver, SAS) Furthermore, the 
preservation-recreation distinction encompasses just one 
dimension along which resource users’ behaviours and views 
may vary. This perspective indicates the complexity of 
planning considerations, and this is further born out by the 


nature of the study results and planning implications. 
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Behavioural information alerts planners to variations in 
user group views and behaviours, and although such knowledge 
is unlikely to make planning decisions any easier to 
formulate, it will hopefully result in planning concepts 
which are more sensitive to the needs and desires of the 
user clientele, and more effective in ensuring the benefits 
and satisfactions which are the ultimate goals of recreation 


resource management. 
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SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRES: 
DINOSAUR AND WRITING-ON-STONE PROVINCIAL PARKS 
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DINOSAUR PARK VISITOR SURVEY 


In order to serve you better, Alberta Recreation and Parks would 
like to find out some of your views and opinions about Dinosaur 


Provincial Park. We would appreciate it if you would select one 


adult member of your group to answer this questionnaire. It takes 
just a few minutes to complete and may be filled out at any time 
during your visit. 


Please use a check (v/) to indicate your answer to each question. 


All replies are treated as confidential. 


A member of our staff will collect your completed questionnaire as 
you leave the park. If a staff member is not present, the 
questionnaire may be placed in the survey box located at the park 


exit. 
For Office 
Use Only 
ARRIVAL TIME: Weekend 1 [_] 
Weekday 2 J 
DATE: 


Section 1: This section of the questionnaire requests information 


concerning your group and their visit to the park. 


1. How long do vou intend to stay in the park? 


a Day visit only 
(Please estimate the number of hours) hours 


Cl Overnight camping 
(Please state the number of nights) nights 


[| Don't know for sure. 
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-2- FOR OFFICE 
USE ONLY 


2. Is this park your destination or a stopover? (Check ONE only) 


i el -»»Main Destination ie 


2 []---One of Several Destinations 
3 a -++ Stopover on the way to another area 


3. Which of the following best describes your group? 


[] -++ Family group 

(Meese Group of friends 

-- Organized group (eg. club, team) [| 
[aa] eee: Single person 

[].-- other (Please explain) 


Ca) ee Ge 


4. During this visit, how many people are there in your group in 
each of the following age categories?(NOTE: Please include 
yourself in the total). 


NO. OF PERSONS NO. OF PERSONS 
14 years and younger 35 to 44 years 
15 to 19 years 45 to 64 years 
20 to 34 years 65 years and older 


Sec enon 2: This section of the questionnaire requests information 


concerning your own experiences and your views about 
the park. 


tls thiss your. first. Visit to his park? 
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=O a For Office 
Use Only 


If no, how often have you visited the park in the past? 

(Please check (wv) ONE only) 
[] A few times before (1 to 3 times) {| 
{| Several times in past years 
al On a regular basis 


How did you first become aware of this park? 
(Please check (ww) ONE only) 


.,. Newspaper /Magazine 
. Radio/TV 
.Friend/Relative 


... Road Map | | 
., Government publication 


. Travel organization 
. Have known about this park for a long time 
Other (Please explain) 


Sanonooe 


Have you had the chance to take advantage of any of the following 
interpretive or naturalist services? Please check Gos) those 


activities in which you have taken part on this visit, or ona 


previous visit. 


Yes, on Yes, ona 
this visit previous visit 


1. Gone on a guided bus tour 
2. Gone on a guided walk 


3. Attended an evening 
programme 


4, Walked on the self-guided 
Badlands Interpretive Trail 
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5. Visited exhibits 
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Different parks are managed for different purposes. Which of 


the following do you consider are the most important for 
management of Dinosaur Park? Please check (“) TWO answers. 


We To 
Che To 
SLO 
4. To 

to 
ble To 
(e To 
Io To 


protect an area of outstanding scenic beauty ........... 
MAM ICGS COMING) FECTINEIGS soscavcd0cnsconoeaog0csbLoN‘D 
provide a chance to learn about park resources ......... 
protect plants and animals that are native 

Alberta 
preserve significant features such as fossils .......... 
GIL TIGAGE COUN TSES “ccssereratarermiaaonsarenelereiciede lei snee otersaeisvomarertte tesa 
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provide outdoor recreation opportunities 


Cogn KANG.) CLSKINGs sCOMOC TING) itv «aie lare e:cials stimiivaisiorstreciess 


Different people have different ideas about what is interesting in 


Dinosaur Park. 


following features in this park? 


please check the column "Have not seen". 


1. Views overlooking the 
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2. John Ware's cabin .........- gO 
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How interesting to you personally are EACH of the 
If you have not seen a feature, 
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How important to you personally are EACH of the following 
activities in Dinosaur Park? 


IMPORTANT 
FAIRLY 
IMPORTANT 


VERY 

NOT VERY 
IMPORTANT 
DON'T KNOW 


1. Climbing in the badlands 
2. Camping 


ie Learning about park 
features such as plants, 
animals, and dinosaurs 


4, Visiting with other 
people 


5. Relaxing in the shade 


6. Making a personal effort 
to protect park resources 


ics Learning about the 
history and culture of 
the area 


8. Playing field sports 
(such as frisbee, 
badminton) 
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9). Picnicking 


Recently, Dinosaur Park has been: 
(Check es, ONE only) 
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8a) Are you aware that there is a Natural Preserve area in Dinosaur Park? 


Ves qe ieae. (If yes, please complete Question 8b) 
No 2[]-+++ (If no, please go to Question 9) 


8b) There are many possible reasons for having a Natural Preserve. How 
important do you consider each of the following as reasons for 
setting aside the Natural Preserve in Dinosaur Park? 


IMPORTANT 
NOT VERY 

IMPORTANT 
DON'T KNOW 


IMPORTANT 
REASON 


REASON 
FAIRLY 


VERY 


Ne To protect people from 
dangers (such as -heat, 
getting lost) 


O 
LO 
i) 
L 


Os To maintain a totally 
natural area by keeping 
people out altogether 


36 To set aside an area for 
future expansion of the 
campground 


4, To protect dinosaur 
fossils 


Be To stop people from 
wearing away the rocks 


6. To provide an area for 
scientific research 
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In parks such as Dinosaur, choices must be made about what 


is provided in the park. 


may cost money, or may be restricted, what importance do 
you feel park management should place on the following? 


10. 


Allowing visitors to 
walk freely in the 
badlands as long as they 
register with the park 
staff 


Providing more camping 
spaces in the park 


Showing visitors how 
they could avoid 
damaging the park 
resources 


Providing more 
self-guided interpretive 
(nature) trails 


Providing an open field 
suitable for sport 
activities 


Providing guided tours 
to more aréas of the 


park 


Telling visitors more 
about the purpose of the 
Natural Preserve 


Removing camping from 
the park 


Allowing organized trail 
rides (by horse) into 
the badlands 


Extending the road 
system so that people 
can drive to more areas 
of the park 
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Section 3: 


1. What is yo 


2. Sex 


3. Where is your present home? 
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This last section requests general information 


about the person who answered the questionnaire. 
This information will help us learn more about 
the people who visit Dinosaur Park. (Please 
remember that all replies are held in strictest 
confidence). 


ur age? years 
Te -+++ Male 
2(_] .... Female 


Village, Town, or City Province or State 


4. What is th 
completed? 


Be) See ere 


5. Which one 


e highest level of education that you have 
(Check (/) ONE only) 


_, Grade School (Grades 1-8) 
_ Some high school or vocational schoo] | | 
_ Completed high or vocational school 
_ Some University, College, or Technical school 
_, Completed University, College, or Technical school 
_ Trade School 
_ Other (Please explain) —__ 


of the categories below best describes your total 


family income before taxes (check (oS) ONE only) 


ES aa 
oy eee 
cai 
4C] 
> ial 


COMMENTS: 
any other 


_ $10,000 or less 
$10,000 to $20,000 a 
_. $20,000 to $30,000 
$30,000 to $35,000 . 
_ $35,000 or more 


Please use the following page to write down 
comments you may have concerning this park. = 
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WRITING-ON-STONE PARK VISITOR SURVEY 


In order to serve you better, Alberta Recreation and Parks would 
like to find out some of your views and opinions about Writing- 
on-Stone Provincial Park. We would appreciate it if you would 
select one adult member of your group to answer this questionnaire. 
It takes just a few minutes to complete and may be filled out at any 
time during your visit. 


Please use a check SA) to indicate your answer to each question. 
All replies are treated as confidential. 


A member of our staff will return to collect your completed 
questionnaire as you leave the park. If a staff member is not 
present, the questionnaire may be placed in the survey box located 
at the park exit. 


FOR OFFICE 
USE ONLY 
ARRIVAL TIME: Weekend 1 oO 
Weekday 2 iva 
DATE: 
Section 1: ‘This section of the questionnaire requests infor- 


mation concerning your group and their visit to the 


park. 


1. How long do you intend to stay in the park? 


[ia | Day visit only 


(Please estimate the number of hours) hours 


| Overnight camping 
(Please state the number of nights) nights 


eal Don't know for sure. 
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2. Is this park your destination or a stopover? (Check ONE only) 
it C] ... Main Destination a 
2 [_]--- One of Several Destinations 
3 []-:-- Stopover on the way to another area 


3. Which of the following best describes your group? 


(a ... Family group 

(_].-- Group of friends [| 
- Organized group (eg. club, team) 

[_]... Single person 

[_]... Other (Please explain) 


Oy -— co) NS FE 


4. During this visit, how many people are there in your group in 
each of the following age categories (NOTE: Please include 
yourself in the total) 


NO. OF PERSONS NO. OF PERSONS 
14 years and younger 35 to 44 years 
15 to 19 years 45 to 64 years 
20 to 34 years 65 years and older 
Section 2: This section of the questionnaire requests infor- 


mation concerning your own experiences and your 
views about the park. 


1. Is this your first visit to this park? 
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If no, how often have you visited the park in the past? 
(Please check (Vv) ONE only) 

[_] A few times before (1 to 3 times) 

{-_] Several times in past years 

[] On a regular basis 


How did you first become aware of this park? 
(Please check (\/) ONE only) 


... Newspaper/Magazine 

» Radio/TV 

. Friend/Relative 

- Road Map 

. Government publication 

. Travel organization 

. Have known about this park for a long time 


nooooood 


(ooy SS teny Ga US SS RSS I 


_ Other (Please explain) 


Have you had the chance to take advantage of any of the 
following interpretive or naturalist services? Please 
check (W) those activities in which you have taken part 


on this visit or on a previous visit. 
Yes, on Yes, on a 


this visit previous visit 


1. Gone on a guided walk 


2. Attended an evening | 


programme 
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Different parks are managed for different purposes. Which 


of the following do you consider are the most important for 
management of Writing-On-Stone Park? Please check (71) 
THREE answers. 


To protect an area of outstanding scenic beauty 


To provide a chance to learn about park resources 


To protect plants and animals that are native 
to Alberta 


= GO hr if 


5. To preserve significant features such as Rock Art ..... ia 


6. To attract tourists 
Ie To provide outdoor recreation opportunities 
(eg. hiking, fishing, canoeing) 


Different people have different ideas about what is interesting 


in Writing-On-Stone Park. How interesting to you personally 
are EACH of the following features in this park? If you have 


not seen a feature, please check the column "Have not seen". 
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How important to you personally are EACH of the following 
activities in Writing-On-Stone Provincial Park? 
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Climbing in the hoodoos 
Camping 

Learning about natural park 
features such as plants and 
animals 

Visiting with other people 


Relaxing in the shade 


Making a personal effort to 
protect park resources 


Learning about the 
historical and cultural 
attractions of the area 


Playing field sports (such 
as frisbee, badminton) 


Picnicking 
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7a) We would like to find out how good a job we have done in 
telling you about the Park Preserve. 


there is a Preserve area in Writing-On-Stone Park? 


7b) 


Wes i | (If yes, please complete Question 7b) 


Are you aware that 


No 2  [_] (If no, please go to Question 8) 


To protect people from 
dangers (such as heat, 
getting lost) 


To maintain a totally 
natural area by keeping 
people out altogether 


To stop people from 
wearing away the rocks. 


To protect Native Rock 
Art 


To set aside an area for 
future expansion of the 
campground 


To provide an area for 
research 


VERY 
IMPORTANT 
REASON 


L 


Ey aS ee 


IMPORTANT 


FAIRLY 
REASON 


LJ 


ale Cage sl eid A al 


NOT VERY 


There are many possible reasons for having a Preserve. 


important do you consider each of the following as reasons 
for setting aside the Preserve in Writing-On-Stone Park? 


IMPORTANT 
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es eS el 


How 


DON'T KNOW 
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In parks such as Writing-On-Stone, choices must be made 
about what is provided in the park. Considering that 
certain things may cost money, or may be restricted, what 


importance do you feel park management should place on the 
following? 


lw lJ 
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1. Allowing people to visit 
the rock art on their 
Own as long as they 
register with the park ey 


L 
& 
a 
i 
ie 


staff 
2s Providing more camping 

spaces in the park OC LJ eo i BS U 
3. Showing visitors how 


they could avoid 
damaging the park 
resources 
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4. Providing self-guided 
interpretive (nature) 
trails 


O 


a ee lea) 


5. Providing an open field 
suitable for sport 
activities 


6. Telling visitors more 
about the purpose of the 
Preserve 


7. Removing the rodeo 
grounds from the park 


8. Allowing organized trail 
rides (by horse) into 
the coulees 
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« Section 3: 


This last section requests general information 
about the person who answered the questionnaire. 
This information will help us learn more about 
the people who visit Writing-On-Stone Park. 
(Please remember that all replies are held in 
strictest confidence). 


1. What is your age? years 


Za Sex 


1 [J mate 
2 fest Female 


3. Where is your present home? 


Village, Town, or City Province or State 


4. What is the highest level of education that you have 
completed? (Check (W) ONE only) 


fom Oe a a 


. Grade School (Grades 1-8) 

. Some high school or vocational school 

. Completed high or vocational school 

. Some University, College, or Technical school 

. Completed University, College, or Technical school 
. Trade School 

. Other (Please explain) 


5. Which one of the categories below best describes your total 


family income before taxes (check (WY) ONE only) 


ae 


Zlet 


3] 
ye 


COMMENTS: 


., $10,000 or less 

_, $10,000 to $20,000 
.... $20,000 to $30,000 
See 


. $35,000 or more 


$30,000 to $35,000 


Please use the following page to write down 
any other comments you may have concerning this 


park. 
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BRUCE PEEL SPECIAL COLLECTIONS LIBRARY 
UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA LIBRARY 


REQUEST FOR DUPLICATION 


I wish a photocopy of the thesis by 


(author) 


éntitled. Ves meta eccand Roe riation Ovieukehims 


The copy is for the sole purpose of private scholarly or scientific study 


and research. 

andon wilt inot 
mission of the 
the service of 
bildty for the 


I will not reproduce, sell or distribute the copy I request, 
copy any substantial part of it in my own work without per- 
copyright owner. I understand that the Library performs 
copying at my request, and I assume all copyright responsi- 
item requested. 


